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THE POPE OF ROME

AND

THE POPES OF THE ORIENTAL
ORTHODOX CHURCH.

INTRODUCTION.

THE events now taking place in Protestant countries, and
especially in England, cannot fail to excite the deepest
interest in those who have at heart the religious condition
of the people.

Not unlike to a political revolution, the authors of
which, after having overthrown all constituted authority,
vainly endeavour to establish any settled form of govern-
ment, Protestantism, after having succeeded in partially
destroying Catholicism, has proved itself quite unable to
take its place. From the time of Luther and the esta-
blishment of the State Church of England, many and
various have been the attempts to construct some religious
edifice which could stand the tests of time and of that

~cool reflection which time brings with it. The most
skilful combinations have been tried, appeals have been
made to the genius and talent of men, proposals suggested
by human passions have been readily accepted, while
whatever could wound our natural instincts has been
curtailed or avcided. Trial after trial, attempt after
attempt, has been made, but all have proved fruitless and
vain, and not one of the numerous religious systems
B
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created by Protestantism has a better chance, unless
supported from without, of standing the same tests, than
any of those which have already failed. '

And what has been the necessary consequence of
this impotency of Protestantism to create any lasting
religious system? That those very dogmas without which
Christianity itself cannot exist, deprived as they were of a
stable basis in the religious teaching of Protestants, have
long since begun to lose their hold on the minds of the
people. Even faith in the divinity of Jesus Christ is .
growing less and less, and one cannot behold without
alarm the rapid progress of infidelity. We are threatened,
should Protestantism be the only religion of the country,
with seeing, at an early date, all faith in God, in a future
life, and in everything supernatural, entirely lost.

There is, moreover, a very general desire for a change
which, though it might have some good effects, might
also, in Protestant countries, hasten the triumph of
infidelity over the last remains of Christianity—we mean
the separation of Church and State. The most effectual
support for Protestant Churches, that of the civil power,
is everywhere asbout to be withdrawn from them.

The support of the State has always proved the best
means of maintaining a religious system which has no
solid foundation. Leaning upon the State, that special
form of Protestantism which the State supports is
secured from falling as long as the State lends to it its
own framework ; and adhering to the State as a parasite
adheres to the tree, it is secured from starvation, at least,
as long as the State does not cut off those channels
through which it receives vital nourishment.

But in these days many people are utterly averse to a
State Church, and are ready to do all in their power
to bring about a separation. It would almost seem as if,
vexed beyond measure at having been so long deceived
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by the apparent vitality of State Churches, they were
desirous of revenging themselves by getting rid of them
without further delay or consideration.

This is exactly what is now taking place in England.
More than once, on the occasion of the meeting of
Parliament, the same authority which three centuries
ago pronounced sentence of death against Catholicism,
has been called upon to discuss the question whether the
same sentence ought not to be passed on the Church
which, for three centuries, has occupied the place of
Catholicism. Not that the State Church and her
adherents have any cause to fear those sanguinary edicts
and bloody persecutions which were the lot of their
Catholic predecessors—such things are now out of date.
The State will merely withdraw its support, leaving
the Church to herself, and then it will be seen how long,
unsupported by the State, the Anglican Church will
linger before dying.

But wHAT wiLL FOLLOW ? ., . . This is the serious
question which in our day forcibly engages the attention of
every thinking man, whatever be his religious or political
creed. What will follow? . . . It was, we believe, the
gravity of this question, joined with sad forebodings and
apprehensions as to the religious future of England, which,
some years ago, caused English divines to make themselves
acquainted with the two greatest Christian Churches
abroad, the Roman Catholic and the so-called Oriental
Orthodox Church, whose principal branches are the Greek
and the Russian. The same forebodings and apprehen-
sions have also caused many adherents of the State Church
of England to promote any sort of friendly relations with
the Oriental Orthodox Church, and to renew the ancient
attempts at union with her.! Even lately the public

' 8oo about these attempts: The Orthodox Church of the East in the

eighteenth century, being the correspondence between the Eastern patriarchs
B2 :
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papers spoke of the arrival in London of Mgr. Licourgos,
the Greek orthodox bishop of Syra, with a view of pro-
moting the work of the union, and hopes are entertained, on
both sides, that such attempts will be crowned with success.

Though Catholics, and especially desiring, as the wish
nearest our heart, the return of the Oriental Orthodox
Church to Catholic unity, we are far from being alarmed
or dissatisfied in witnessing such feelings in England to-
wards the Orthodox Church. The Oriental Orthodox
Church is far better than Protestantism, and Protestants
cannot but find great advantages in becoming orthodoz. It
is, even for us, a consoling thought that, on the day fol-
lowing the fall of the State Church of England, very
many souls, whom ignorance or prejudice keeps from
embracing Catholicism, would be preserved from total
incredulity by having at hand the Oriental . Orthodox
Church. Moreover, the union of this Church with the
Anglican would not only be for England one step more to-
wards Catholicism, but would very likely remove for ever
one of the chief obstacles to the reunion of the Oriental
Orthodox Church herself with the Roman Catholic—we
mean the contest about the procession of the Holy Ghost.
Fully convinced that, with regard to this point, great mis-
understanding underlies the alleged opposition between the
doctrine of the Oriental Orthodox Church and that of the
Roman Catholic,! we gladly welcome attempts at union

and the non-juring bishops, with an Introduction On various projects of
re-union between the Eastern Church and the Anglican Commumnion, by
George Williams, B.D. (London: Rivingtons, 1868).

The London Union Review is, in England, one of the organs of those
who pursue the reunion between the Anglican and the Eastern Church.
We shall designate the latter by the appellation which she gives to her-
self of orthodoz, this being the title generally used for denoting her, even by
those who most vigorously attack her orthodoxy.

! See about this important subject, the dissertation of F. V. De Buck, S.J.,
Essai de conciliation sur le dogme de la procession du Saint-Esprit, printed
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which will necessarily lead to a fair and public discussion
of the matter. The Anglican Church professes, as to the
procession of the Holy Ghost, to hold the same doctrine
which Catholics hold; hence it follows that, before the
union takes place, this point ought to be discussed, and an
agreement arrived at. Whatever the result may be, the
discussion itself cannot but be greatly favourable to the
Catholic Church.

Newertheless, as Catholics, we cannot help offering
to those who are interested in the religious future of Eng-
land, some remarks concerning that Oriental Orthodox
Church, which, though better than Protestantism, still

in vol. ii. of the Etudes de théologie, de philosophie et d’histoire, par les
PP. C. Daniel et J. Gagarin, S.J. (Paris, 1857). After a diligent discussion
of the matter, based upon the doctrine contained in the Catechisims of
the Oriental Orthodox Church, F. De Buck proposes the acceptance by both
sides, of the following canons, in which the Catholic doctrine is so accu-
rately and plainly asserted as to shut out any further misunderstanding.

¢ Si quis dixerit Patrem solum non esse unicum fontem Trinitatis, ana-
thema sit.

¢Si quis dixerit Patrem, gignendo Filium, huic non dedisse ut sxmul
secum produceret Spiritum Sanctum, anathema sit.

¢8i quis dixerit Spiritum Sanctum non procedere ex Patre principaliter,
sou tamyuam ex principio primordiali, et ex Filio non tamquam principio
primordiali, sed tamquam habente a Patre ut a se quoque Spiritus Sanctus
existentiam, subsistentiam et essentiam acciperet, anathema sit.

¢ Si quis dixerit Spiritum Sanctum procedere ex Patre et ex Filio de eo
in quo alii sunt ab invicem et non de eo in quo unum sunt, anathema
sit.

“8i quis ergo dixerit duo esse principia, duasve productiones Spiritis
Sancti, et non unum principium unamque productionem, aut Patrem et
Filium non esse principium Spiritus Sancti per unam utrigue communem
spirationem, anathema sit.

‘Si demum quis dixerit Spiritum Sanctum ita procedere ex Patre ut
simul non sit Spiritus Filii, aut ita esse Spiritum Filii, ut a Filio non simul
ac a Patre existentiam, subsistentiam et essentiam accipiat, et secundum
hane notionem ex Filio non procedat, anathema sit.'—p. 346.

See also, Persécutions et souffrances de TLglise catholique en Russie, par
un ancien Conseiller d'Ftat do Russie (Paris: Gaume, 1842), pp. 118,

160-2, 280-2.

\
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is not the Church possessing the fulness of religious
truth. We shall speak only of her government. This,
we are well aware, is the point on which the Anglican
Church perfectly agrees with the Oriental Orthodox,
and on account of which they both seem more reluctant
to enter into any agreement with the Catholic. Yet,
this is also the point on account of which, more than
on any other, the Oriental Orthodox Church offers some
features which are not possibly consistent with a Church
professing to hold the constitution given to her by Jesus
Christ. Such are the following :—

The Oriental Orthodox Church professes to believe
that, according to the doctrine of St. Paul (Acts xx. 28),!
the divinely-instituted visible keads and rulers of the
Church are the B1sHOPS. Nevettheless she has not only
admitted single priests, and even laymen, to share in
ordinary ecclesiastical jurisdiction ozer bishops, not only
solemnly sanctioned and approved forms of administra-
tion entirely depriving her of any self-government, not
only kept in her communion princes and princesses act~
ing as real and effectual rulers of the Church, not only
allowed them to profess to have been invested by God
“ with the supreme authority in the Church, but has also
tolerated that such doctrine be inserted both in her cate-
chisms for religious instruction of the faithful, and in some
of the most solemn acts issued by her, thus causing it
to appear stamped with the highest approbation which
might be expected from her, unless when assembled in a
Council. These are the charges against the Oriental Ortho-
dox Church, which we are going to explain, as a subject of
gerious consideration to English Protestant divines. How
far, after this, the Oriental Orthodox Church can be

1 ¢Take heed to yourselves and to the whole flock, wherein the Holy Ghost,

hath placed you bishops to rule (womalver, nac’r) the Church of God.'—
Compare Matt. ii. 8. See further on, chap. i. pp. 10-13, and p. 93, note 1.
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cleared from the reproach of having acted in open contra-
diction both to her own doctrine and to the ecclesiastical
canons admitted by her, and of having sanctioned a doc-
trine logically leading to her destruction, if not abso-
lutely approaching to heresy—this we shall abstain from
defining, and leave to their judgment.

But further, a Papacy, viz. an authority superior to
that of the simple bishops, controlling them in the discharge
of their duties, receiving the appeals of their subjects, and
prescribing them laws in which the welfare of many dioceses,
or that of the universal Church, is consulted rather than
the convenience of a single bishop—a Papacy, we say, is so
indispensable to the Church, that the Oriental Orthodox
Church, though rejecting as a heresy! the doctrine of
one single Pope, entrusted by God with the government
of the universal Church, in fact does not exist without
Popes. We shall show that the chief divisions of the
Oriental Orthodox Church are so constituted as to present
the whole Oriental Orthodox Church divided into several
separate and independent Papacies. Hence it is that,
whatever is objected against the Catholic doctrine of a
visible head of the Church, as destroying her unity by
making her a double-headed one, ought, with far more
reason, to be alleged against the Oriental Orthodox
Church, as many Popes destroy the unity of the Church
more than one single Pope does. Hence again it is that

V «Parmi les hérésies qui, par des décrets que Dieu seul connalt, s'étaient
étendues sur une grande partie de I'univers, dominait jadis I’Arianisme,
et aujourd’hui le Papisme; mais co dernier, comme l'autre qui a déja
disparu entiérement, ne tiendra pas non plus, malgré sa vigueur apparente ;
il passera et s’abimera, et Ion entendra retentir la grande voix céleste :
“ Il s'est abtmé ! '— Apoc. 12, 10.

Encyclique de 8. 8. le Pape Pie IX aux Chréitiens d Orient (6 janv.
1848), et Encyclique responsive des Patriarches et des Synodes de UEglise
&' Orient, trad. du grec par le Dr. Démétrius Dallas (Paris, Klinck-
sieck, 1850). 8vo. Encycl. respons. § iv. pp. 31, 32. .
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the Oriental Orthodox Church, in order to be consistent
with herself, must either abolish every ecclesiastical dig-
nity interfering with the divinely-instituted authority of
the bishops, and exercising jurisdiction over them, or at
least abstain from representing and condemning the Ca-
tholic doctrine of a visible head of the Church as contrary
to Scripture, and altering the constitution given to the
Church by her founder Jesus Christ.

But, above all, there is a practical consequence resulting
from the doctrine of the Oriental Orthodox Church con-
cerning her own government, to which we intend to call
the reader’s closest attention. That doctrine, we do not
hesitate to affirm, contains in itself the seeds of all revo-

lutions, logically leads to them, and does not, to say the
least, insure to the government of the Church any greater
stability than that which civil Governments enjoy. The
proofs in support of this assertion will form the subject
of an especial chapter.

After this we shall examine how it is that the same
danger is not to be feared for the Catholic Church.
Finally, we shall dwell on three points of the highest
interest, as those to which may be reduced all objections
which, from a practical point of view, can be alleged
against the supremacy of the Pope; we mean, the limits
of his authority, the abuse of it, and, lastly, the reason
which justifies Catholics in their filial devotion and exten-
sive obedience to the Pope.

We need hardly remind our readers that, in the whole
discussion, we have exclusively in view the mere external
government or administration of the Church. Our discus-
sion is confined to that which, up to the present time, has
been the chief obstacle preventing the return of the
Oriental Orthodox Church to Catholic unity, that is, the
Pope’s power of jurisdiction over the universal Church.

We further call the attention of our readers to another
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point. Though, when speaking of the Oriental Orthodox
Church, the Greek Church of the Turkish Empire and of
the Kingdom of Greece ought, on many accounts, to be
foremost, nevertheless the numerical pre-eminence of the
Russian Church,' the political importance of Russia, and,
above all, the policy Russia has for many years so con-
stantly pursued, of making herself the defender and
representative of the whole Oriental Orthodox Church all
over the world—these circumstances are every day raising
the Russian Orthodox Church more and more to the first
rank. Hence it is that, without ever losing sight of the
rest of the Oriental Orthodox Church, we shall speak
more especially of the Orthodox Church of Russia, just
as, for an analogous reason, we shall mention only inci-
dentally the Orthodox Church of Roumania, Austria, and
Servia.

Throughout the whole work we have not trusted to
second-hand authorities, but have deemed it our duty to
consult all the documents we quote in their original

languages.

! The Oriental Orthodox Church is to-day spread over Russia, the
Turkish Empire, Greece, Austria, Servia, and Roumania. Her chief divi-
siops are: the Russian Church, under the jurisdiction of the Holy Synod
of St. Petersburg; the four Patriarchates of Constantinople, Alexandria,
Antioch, and Jerusalem ; and the Church of the Kingdom of Greece, under
the Synod of Athens. The numerical proportion of the different branches
of the Oriental Orthodox Church is, according to the Statesman’s Year Book,
1871, approximately as follows :—

In Russia . . . . . . . . 56,000,000
In the Turkish Empire . . . . . . 12,400,000
In Greece . . e . . . . . 1,308,508 -
In Roumania . . . . . . . . 3,860,000
In Austria . = . . . . . . . 3,166,000
In Servia . . . . . . . . 1,074,000

Total . . 77,808,508
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CHAPTER L.

THB ORIENTAL ORTHODOX CHURCH IS ACTUALLY 80 GOVERNED AS NOT TO
ALLOW OF HER BEING CONSISTENT WITH HER OWN DOCTRINE CONCERNING
THRE RIGHTS OF BISHOPS IN THB GOVERNMENT Of THR CHURCH.

THE chief point of difference between the Catholic and
the Oriental Orthodox Church is to be found, as already
said, in the doctrine concerning the government of the
Church. The Oriental Orthodox Church denies that
Jesus Christ has appointed any visible head to the whole
Church, whereas she professes to believe that every
bishop is tke real chief and head of his particular eparchie
or diocese.

If we are allowed to use, for clearness’ sake, 'a com-
parison taken from what we witness in civil society, the
Oriental Orthodox Church may be likened to a con-
federation of small States, each of them independent of
the rest, and which do not recognise any authority invested
with the right of enacting laws to bind them all, except
a congress or council, composed- of the chiefs of the dif-
ferent States. Let us listen to the ¢ Exposition of the
Orthodox Faith of the Eastern Church,’! commonly known
under the title of ¢ Letter of the Patriarchs of the East on
the Orthodox Faith’ (1672), and which, together with the
¢ Orthodox Confession’ of Peter Moghila, is endorsed by
the whole Orthodox Church as a touchstone of her faith :
¢ ... The head of this Catholic (universal) Church is

1 See, for the ‘Expositions of the Orthodox faith,’ the account given of
them in the Introduction to the Orthodox Theology (Buesenie B
npasociaBaoe Borociosie) by Mgr. Makary, Bishop of Vinnitza. This
account was translated by J. M. Neale, and inserted in his Voices from
the East (London, 1859), docum. viii. p. 209.
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Jesus Christ. . . . Besides, the Holy Ghost has appointed
to the particular Churches, which truly are Churches and
members of the universal one, the bishops as GOVERNORS
and PASTORS, and not abusively, but in all points and
properly CHIEFS and HEADS.’!

The best commentary on that passage is the following,
which we take from the ¢ Dogmatical Orthodox Theology’
of Mgr. Makary, Bishop of Vinnitza, and Rector to the
Ecclesiastical Academy of St. Petersburg. This impor-
tant work, which is highly considered by the whole Ortho-
dox Church, was translated into French by a Russian.
As we have not at hand the Russian original, we shall
quote the French translation :—

¢ L’évéque,’ it is there said, ¢ est enfin LE PRINCIPAL
ADMINISTRATEUR DE 80N KEGLISE (Act. xx. 28, comp.
Lettre des Patr., etc., art. 10).  Avant tout il a autorité
sur la hiérarchie, qui lui est subordonnée, et sur le clergé.
Tous les prétres, tous les diacres et serviteurs de 'Eglise,
doivent suivre ses dispositions et ne rien faire dans 'Eglise
gans sa décision (Reg. apost. 39; Conc. Laod. 57;
Conc. Carth. 6, 42, 52; d’Antioche, 8,25; de Chalcéd.
8; de Sardique, 14); ils sont soumis & sa juridiction
(1 Tim. v. 19), en vertu de laquelle il peut leur infliger
différentes punitions (Reg. apost. 15, 32, 55; Conc.
Chalcéd. 18; in Trullo, 34). Outre le clergé, tout le
troupeau est sous l'autorité spirituelle de I’évéque. Il
doit surveiller dans son diocése I'exécution des lois divines

! Kimmel, Libri symbolici Ecclesia Orientalis (Jons, 1843). Dosithei
Confessio, cap. x. Ayovuérovs xal woiuévas xal Brws olx &
xaraxphoet SANG xvplos &pxds xal xepaAas Tobs émoxdwovs nxe 1O
Tiveipa 7d &yor—p. 436 (2nd edit., Jense, 1850, p. ib.). In the Russian
translation of this ¢ Exposition of Faith, the bishops are termed
Ipasurean, Hacroipu, Havainnku, Liasu.

The second edition of Kimmel's work bears the title of Monumenta
fidei Ecclesi@ Orientalis. Important corrections and additions were made

-to the first edition, by Herm. Weissenborn. See also, in the same work,
Confessio Orthodoza, queest. 85, p. 158.
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et des commandements de I'Eglise (Clem. Rom. Ep. 1.
aux Corinth. 51, 56 ; Cyprian. Epist. 69). C’est lui qui,
particuliérement et surtout, a le droit de lier et de délier
{ Lettre des Patr. art. 10), suivant les régles des Apotres,
les décrets des Conciles (Reg. Apost. 31; Conc. de
Carth. 6), et le témoignage unanime des anciens docteurs
de I'Eglise (Cyprian. Epist. 75; Tertull. de Peenit. cap.
4,7; Greg. M. in Evang. lib. ii.; Hom. 26, n. 5, et sui-
vants). C’est pourquoi les hommes apostoliques pres-
sérent avec tant de force les fidéles d’obéir & l’évéque '
And further on :—¢ Cependant aprés avoir commis L’AD-
MINISTRATION VISIBLE de son Eglise aux Evéques, qui,
par le pouvoir dont ils sont revétus, réunissent tous les
croyants en une seule société extérieure, le Seigneur
Jésus la gouverne Lui-méme invisiblement, comme son
véritable Chef; et en la vivifiant par la seule et méme
grice du Saint-Esprit, il réunit tous ses membres par
un lien intérieur. (Conf. Orth. p. 1, quest. 85 ; Lettre des
Patr., etc., art. 10).’2

In the profession of faith, pronounced by the members
of other Christian confessions, when being admitted into
the Russian Orthodox Church, and in which are pointed
out the features distinguishing the belief of the so-called
orthodozy from that of heretics, there is an article
running as follows :—¢I believe and confess that the
foundation head and most supreme Pontiff and Archi-
pastor of the holy Orthodox Catholic Church? is our
Lord Jesus Christ, and by Him the bishops have been
appointed as pastors and teachers FOR THE GOVERN-
MENT OF THE CHURCH (K’pravlenii tserkvi), and that the

! Théologie dogmatique orthodoxe, par Macaire, etc. (Paris: Cherbuliez,
1859-60). Tom. ii. § 174, pp. 266, 267.

2 Ihid. § 176, p. 271.

* The Oriental Church calls herself, besides Orthodox and Apostolic, also
Catholic. .
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governor (pravitel) and pilot of that Church is the Holy
Ghost.’?

Much might be said about the doctrine expressed in
the preceding quotations, but we shall closely examine it
in the following chapters. For the present we confine
ourselves to stating that, according to the doctrine of the
Oriental Orthodox Church, the government of the Church
was entrusted by Jesus Christ to the BIsSHOPS, who
are therefore proclaimed gowernors (syovuévo), pastors
(moipdves), chiefs (dpxas), heads (xedpaai), of the Church
—all titles which necessarily imply the bishops being the
highest authority in the Church, and positively exclude
the mere supposition of any secular authority entitled to
command in ecclesiastical matters over them.

We are now going to examine how far the Oriental
Orthodox Church, and especially her chief branch the
Russian Orthodox Church, is governed according to the
doctrine laid down in her official Expositions of Faith,
and to what extent her bishops may be considered, if not
the highest, at least a real authority in the Church, Let
us begin with the Church of the Russian Empire.

IF WE LISTEN to the Russian Orthodox divines, as well
as to the official documents of the State Church of Russia,
the Holy Synod of St. Petersburg is to be considered as a

! Bbpyio B mcmoBBAylo AKO NEPKBE CBATO# HpPaBOCIABHO-
KapoimdecKold OCHOBaHie, IiaBa H BamBblmmiié Apxieped u
Apxinacrsips ectb Focnogs sams Incycs Xpaerocs, 0T Berome
Apxiepee, macreipie m yuuredie Kb mpaBienio nep-
KBH yCTaBIeHH CyTh: H HKO ced I€PKBM NpaBHTEIh
rm xopmuiii ecrb Ayxs cparnidk. (Ummonocatjomamie
coesMHAEMBHIMD H35 MHOBBPHEIXT Kb mpaBociaBHOIl
KaooJHYecKoli BocTouHOl meprBH.— Mocks. 1849., 4to.
p- 48. (Tpe6muKb.—Mocks. 1836, p. 257.
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permanent Council ruling over her. ¢The most holy
Synod,’ says Mgr. Phlla.ret, Archbishop of Tchernigoff, “is,
as regards its composition, what a legitimate ecclesiastical
Council i8.”! In fact, the Russian word sobor, denoting
generally ¢ Council,’ and as such applied to the cecume-
nical and provincial Councils of the Oriental Orthodox
Church, is -equally applied to the Most Holy Synod of
St. Petersburg ; and, thanks to that homonymy, the last is
commonly believed and spoken of as a Council.? There
exists, moreover, a document in which the newly estab-
lished Synod asked from Peter the Great a resolution as
to the way in which it ought to communicate with the
Senate, submitting to His Majesty’s consideration the
suggestion that the Synod possessed €the honour, the
power, and the authority of the former Patriarch of
Moscow, or even a greater, because of its being a Council.’®

Of the many remarks which are suggested by such
likening of the Synod to a Council, we shall only dwell

! Cparbiimii Cmmoxs, mO cocTaBy cBoeMy 10 Me urd
8aKOHHBIA nepkosHbii coGopr. (Hcropia pycckoi
lepknn (Yepnnross 1862. Ilepiogs marsi, § 2, p. 3.

2 In the Statute of the Ecclesiastical Consistories of which we shall

speak further on (p. 67 e¢ seq.) the bishops and their tribunals (Consistoria).
are said to be under the jurisdiction of the Holy Synod, as the governing

Council of the Russian Church: AKO IpaBATEAbCTBYIOMAro Poccilic-
roii I{epken CoGopa, art. 2.

3 Ayxosman me Koaxerin (Cmmogn) mmbers wects, cHAy H
ptactb Ilarpiapmeckyio, BRiu eABa B He GOABMYI0 MOHEXE
co0opb.  See Iloamoe CoGpanie 3axonows Pocciiickoii Humnepin,
1st series, tom. vi. (3734) 14th of February, 1721. No. 2. p. 356, See
also the ITyHETHI, at the end of the Jyxosmsiii Perzaments, before
the lIpnGaBaenie, in any edition whatever of it.

4 ¢ Cette affirmation ne supporte pas I'examen; nous nous bornerons & y
opposer les paroles de M. Katkoff dans la Gazette de Moscou, 1866.
No. 216." *Le Saint Synode ne peut pas tenir la place des conciles, parce que
tous les éviques ne prennent pas part G ses délibérations, tandis que tous les
évéques doivent absolument sibger dans les conciles provinciau tels qu'ils
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on the one concerning its composition. According to the
statutes of the Holy Synod, commonly known under the
title of ¢ Spiritual Regulation,’ the Holy Synod is to be
composed of men taken from the different ranks of the
ecclesiastical hierarchy. The creator of the Synod, and
real author of its ¢ Spiritual Regulation,” Peter the Great,
who never showed any great reliance on human virtue,!

ont élé institués par les Apitres et par les conciles acuméniques” ¢ Entre lo
concile de 'Eglise russe et le synode il y a la méme différence qu'entre 1a
chambre des pairs d’Angleterre et une commission composée d’'une demi-
douzaine de lords, choisis par la reine. Le ministre qui s’aviserait de
soutenir qu'il est indifférent de soumettre une loi & la chambre des lords
ou 34 une telle commission, commettrait une énorme hérésie constitu-
tionnelle’— Le Clergé russe, par le Pére J. Gagurin, S.J. (nouvelle édit.
Paris: Albanel, 1871), p. 239,

! The Spiritual Regulation is drawn up in such a style as fully to
Jjustify its having been called Un réglement de caserme.  Theophane
Prokopovich, archbishop of Pleskoff, the alter ego of Peter in ecclesiastical
matters, wrote it down by order of the Tzar; Peter corrected it ; then it
was recited and corrected in a full assembly of bishops, archimandrites,
and senators. After that, Peter deigned to subscribe it with his own hand.
The Appendiz (MpBGaBIeHie) to it he deigned likewise to correct with
his own hand, and afterwards the members of the already created Synod
were summoned, by an especial ukase, to subscribe to it. In yuoting also
the Spiritual Regulation, we quote, if not Peter's own words, at least
Peter's own maxims, ideas, and feelings. His are, for instance, the follow-
ing views about the virtue of his monks,

Monks, their manner of living.

23, The Principal and his brethren are not, after dinner, to carry any
remains of victuals from the table into their cells, save only ‘kwass.” If
this order was not given, everything would be wasted profusely, and carried
out of the monastery.

26. None but the Principal has power to give away anything out of the
monastery; not even he without the concurrence of the elders of the fra-
ternity, attesting expressly, in writing, to whom, and for what use, anything
is given. Were not this restraint to be upon all, every one would lavishly
and impudently squander what belongs to the monastery amongst his relations
and friends.

27. All the revenues arising from villages belonging to the monastery,
and the donations of religious persons, and ecclesiastical profits, are to be
reposited in one certain place, and taken thence, to supply all the occasions
of the church and monastery, and of the fraternity ; without this care there
would be no end of pillaging, §c.—8Spir. Regul. part iii. translated into
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fairly declares that, by so ordaining, he had in view to
increase the obstacles to a common agreement of the
members of the Synod in any iniquity whatever. The
College (Synod), he says, ¢ consists of such members as
cannot possibly all of them enter into a secret combina-
tion, that is, the persons are of a different order and voca-
tion—bishops, archimandrites, hegoumens, protopopes. In
truth, it is inconceivable how such a body should together
dare to conceal a fraudulent design, much less conspire in
carrying on an act of injustice.’! ’
Further on Peter the Great draws the attention of his
people to another advantage resulting from such a com-
bination of persons belonging to different degrees of the
ecclesiastical hierarchy. ¢Such a conciliary (sobornoe)
government,’ so he says, ¢ will be as a school of spiritual
-improvement ; for each assessor, by the communication of
many and different decisions, counsels, and regular rea-
sonings (such as various cases require), will readily be
instructed in spiritual policy, and, by daily exercise, be so
well practised in it as to be perfectly qualified to minister
in the house of God, and afterwards, by an easy step,
from being of the number of the colleagues or assessors,
be deservedly advanced to the episcopal dignity (na stepen
archiereistva) ; and thus, by God’s assistance, barbarism
will speedily be banished from the spiritual order in

‘English in Consett’s Ths present State and Regulations of the Church of
Russia, (London, 1729), pp. 169,170. [Toxa. CoGp. tom. vi. (4022) p. 711.

Some time after, Peter the Great himself addressed an ¢ Instruction’ to
the Synod, On monmastic vocation (O 3BaRiH MOBAIECKOMB) which
Voltaire, that competent judge in matters of Christian perfection (!), quali-
fies as written both ‘par un ministre d'Etat et par un Pire de IEglise’
(Histoire de Pierre le Grand et de la Russie, chap. xiv.) See Iloxmoe
Cobpanie 3akon. Pocc. Inmepin, 1st. ser. tom., vii. (4450), January
31, 1724, p. 227.

1 Spir. Reg. part i. No. 5; Cons. p. 18. TIoan. CoGp. tom. vi. (3718)
p- 317.
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Russia, and we have good reason to hope for a thorough
reformation.’!

We hardly need point out the inconsistency of such
considerations. The latter especially, far from conveying
any evidence in support of the preference to be given to
the conciliary form of government found out for his
Church by Peter, brings forward one of the chief motives
which ought to lead every Russian to condemn it. In -
fact, that Synod which is supposed to govern the whole Or-
thodox Church of Russia is there represented as a sCHO-
LARSHIP, a NOVITIATE, a kind of APFRENTICESHIP for
Juture rulers of a single diocese, the whole Russian
Church being thus compelled to bear the consequences
of her future bishops’ mistakes, and to obtain, at her own
expense, the benefit derived from their daily increasing
experience.

But let us return to the subject. The Holy Synod
of Russia having consequently to be composed of men
taken from the different ranks of the ecclesiastical hier-
archy, in what proportion must the bishops be repre-
sented in it? ¢The number of the rulers’ (viz. the
members of the Synod), says the ¢ Spiritual Regulation,’
¢i8 twelve in all, and is made up of persons of different
ranks, as bishops, archimandrites, hegoumens, protopopes ;
of which number are three bishops, and of the rest as
many of each order as are thought requisite.”® Also,
according to the ¢Spiritual Regulation,’ the care of
governing the whole Orthodox Church of Russia, of over-
seeing the bishops, of receiving the appeals of their sub-

' Spir. Reg. ibid. No. 9, Consett, p. 22. IToam. CoGp. tom. vi. (3718),
pp. 318, 319,

‘We quote literally Consett’s translation, and whenever we change a word,
we put the corresponding Russian into a parenthesis.

* Spir. Reg., part iii. No. 1. Consett, p. 104. TToam. Co6p. ibid.
Pp. 243, 344.

C
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jects, and of making known' laws binding every one of
them, restraining, modifying, or annulling their jurisdic-
tion, should devolve in Russia on a body composed of
THREE bishops and NINE simple priests. What a sin-
gular Council, and what contempt for the divine rights
of bishops ! ,

We hasten, however, to acknowledge that Peter the
Great’s successors did not lay much weight on the conside-
rations alleged by him in favour of a Synod composed of
men belonging to the different ranks of the ecclesiastical
hierarchy, and, braving even the danger of plots and con-
spiracies alluded to by Peter, they successively increased
the numerical proportion of the bishops. Already,in the
year 1730, Theophane Prokopovich, the very writer of
the ¢ Spiritual Regulation,’ had presented to the Synod a
special memorial, in which he pointed out the necessity,
according to the ancient canons, of the number of the
bishops sitting in the Synod being greater than that of.
the archimandrites, ¢ and this was accepted as a rule.’?
The application, however, of that rule depending in prac-
tice on the Tsars, the number of the bishops sitting in
the Synod equally depended on their will, so that the
first official modification of the prescription laid down in-
the ¢ Spiritual Regulation’ bears the date of 1763, when
the Tsarina Catherine II., at the suggestion of the ¢ Com- -
mission on Kcclesiastical Property,” consented that the

' We shall speak in detail of the legislative power in the Russian Ortho-
dox Church, and examine where it is to be found. See p. 53 et 2eq.
* Mgr. Filaret, Archbish. of Kharkoff and then of Tchnernigoff. Her.

pycck. nepksd. Yepruross, 1862, Ilep. V. § 2. p. 3. Prokopovich's
memorial is unfortunately still kept in manuscript. Its existence is men-
tioned by Eugeny, Metrop. of Kieff, in his Ci0Bapp mcTOpH9ecKiil
mHcaTedell AYXOBHAro 9HHA: St. Petersburg, 1827, vol. ii. p. 319. It
bears the. title of Pascymjenie o npucyrcreosamiz ss Cmmoxh
Goxmemy umcxy H3b Apxiepeess.’



Cn. L]  Present composition of the Synod. 19

Synod should be composed of three bishops, two archi-
mandrites, and one protopope.! Since that time the
composition of the Synod has undergone other modifica~
tions, and we are glad to state that it is now almost
exclusively composed of bishops. Moreover, the Holy
Synod can no longer be considered as an apprenticeship
or practical school of religious policy for future bishops,
as Peter had proposed to himself to make it. The only
dignitaries of the Russian Church who are now allowed
to sit in the Synod, without being bishops, are His
Majesty’s confessor, and the chief chaplain to the army
and fleet. They both belong to the white or secular
clergy, and, being married, cannot consequently be pro-
moted to the eplscopal dignity.?

‘We heartily congratulate the Orthodox Church of
Russia on such progress towards reinstating herself in
the right of being governed only by bishops; at the
same time, however, we cannot help remarking that this
very progress was accomplished in such a way as to bear
undeniable evidence to her being a slave of the Tsars.
Peter the Great had taken care that at least some appear-
ance of legality should not be entirely wanting in the
establishment of the Synod, for in the full assembly of
bishops,archimandrites, and senators which we have already
mentioned, he procured the signatures of his bishops to be
attached to the ¢ Spiritual Regulation.” Now, as any
change in the composition of the governing Synod ought
to be considered as a most important modification of
Peter’s reformation, one might expect that the consent of
the bishops would have been required beforehand. Far
from this, the Russian Tsars and Tsarinas still altered,

' See 1loxmoe Coﬁpame 3ak0ROBY, 1 ser. Tom. xliv. Kmara
IMrarors Otaba. iii. No. 11,942, Oet. 1,1763, pp. 21, 22.
* The monks are commonly called in Russiu the dlack clergy, becanse of
their being dressed in black. The bishops are always taken from the
c2
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changed, suppressed, or modified the prescriptions laid
down in the ¢ Spiritual Regulation’ without the slightest
regard to the rights of their bishops. Moreover, if the
fact proves a tendency towards having the Synod exclu-
sively composed of bishops, still the nomination, as well
as the dismissal, of its members in practice entirely
depends on the will of the Tsar. Hence it is that the
Russian Orthodox Church is continually exposed to the
danger of seeing herself governed by an assembly the
majority of which would be simple priests (if not dea-
cons), an assembly, besides, in which, according to Peter's
decree, still in full force, all the members of the Synod
must BE ON A LEVEL, and consequently the bishops
on a level with the simple priests. Peter ordered that
the president himself must be a mere primus inter pares,
just like the president of modern Parliaments. ¢ The
appellation itself of President,’ says Peter, ¢is not an
arrogant one, for it denotes nothing more than one that
sits before others (predsedatel), for which reason he
cannot think highly of himself, nor can others think so of
him. ...’" Soanxious was Peter for humility, equality,
and fraternity among the members of the Synod !

Let us, however, suppose that the two secular priests,
who, by virtue of a customary right, are still members of
the Synod, be by a special decree excluded from it, let us
even imagine the Tsar ordering that henceforth bishops
only should be called to form the Synod, still there re-
main very many other laws to be abolished, in order that
it may be credible that the Russian bishops are chiefs and
heads in their Church,

‘In the administration of the Church,’ so says the
Russian Code of Laws, ¢ the autocratical authority (the
monks. A secular priest cannot be bishop unless, after the death of his

wife, he had embraced the religious life.
) Spir. Reg. part i. No.7; Consett, p. 21, IToan. CoGp. tom vi. p. 318.
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¢ Tsar) AcTs by means of the Most Holy Governing Synod
¢ appointed by it.’! (Fund. Law, art. 43.)

Alas! this article alone evinces, more than any number
of arguments, that the Russian Church is inconsistent
with the doctrine laid down in her ¢ Expositions of Faith’
concerning the government of the Church. One could
hardly succeed in expressing more plainly and more dis-
tinctly the principle that the real and effectual ruler of the
Russian Church is the T'sar! HE it is who governs; the
Synod is but an organ, an instrument by means of which
HE governs; finally, the instrument itself is chosen and
appointed by the Tsar! We shall return further on to this
article, and examine how it is commented on and explained
by the ¢ Code of Laws’ itself, and the Russian jurists
(see p. 48 et seq. ; p. 91, note). We quote it here as a fit
introduction to what we are going to say on the Tsar.

The fact that the Russian Orthodox Church is really
governed by the Tsar, is still advanced, and no less still
contested, according to the different points of view of those
who take an interest in the question. So much has been
and 18 said every day on that subject, that it would appear
impossible to do otherwise than repeat what has been
already said.? We deemed it advisable, however, not to

' Bs ynmpamienin nepropaons Camogepmasmas Baacts xBii-
creyers nocpeictsomt Cearbimaro IIpasareincTpylomaro
Canoza, Eio yapessennaro (CBoss 3akonoBs pocciickoit
Hwmunepiu, ed. 1857, tom. i. OcHOB. rocya. 3ak. cr. 43, p. 10.

* A most interesting account of the Holy Synod, and the whole mechanism
of the ecclesinstical administration in Russia, will be found in F. Gagarin's
quoted work Le clergé russe (Paris, 1871). Besides, this book contains
such an amount of information concerning the Russian Orthodox Church
as to make the reader considerably acquainted with her. An English trans-
lation of this interesting work is announced as shortly to be published
‘by Messrs. Burns, Oates, & Co.

See also Persicutions et souffrances de UEgliss catholiqus en Russie
(Paris, 1844). Theiner, Die Staatskirche Russlands (Schaffhausen, 1853).
Schritzler, L'Empire des Tsars (Paris, 1856). Silbernagl, Verfussung
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overlook this point, as we hope that the reader will be
sufficiently repaid for his perusal of our work by be-
coming better acquainted than is commonly the case with
the official documents of the State Church of Russia. .

In order to appreciate to their full extent the encroach-
ments of the Tzars on the divine rights of the bishops, we
must consider the establishment of the Synod in relation
to the analogous reforms accomplished by Peter the
Great in every department of the State administration of
Russia. Since the year 1718 Peter the Great had
abolished the ancient State-Chanceries (prikazy), and
appointed for the various branches of the administration
of the Russian Empire different Colleges, viz: 1. That of
Foreign Affairs (tchujestrannych djel); 2. Of Revenue
(kamor); 3. Of Justice (yustitsia); 4. Of Revision (revi-
sion); 5. Of Army (voinskoi); 6. Of Admiralty (admi-
ralteiskot); 7. Of Commerce (kommerts); 8. Of State
Counting-office (Shtats-Kontor); 9. Of Mines and
Manufactures (berg ¢ manufactur). The functions of
each College were fixed by an Ukase of the 12th of
Dec. 1718.! In the year 1720 Peter completed his work
by issuing a ¢ Generalnyz Reglament, which fixed the
“ mode of action,’ that is the ungform method to which all
the Colleges must equally conform in carrying on their
affairs.?

In witnessing the bappy success with which his efforts
were crowned, Peter the Great could not help feeling that
God also required from him the reformation of the
Russian Church. This he himself has announced to the
world. Let us hear what he says:—

¢ AMONGST the many cares which the empire com-

und gegenwirtiger Bestand simmtlicher Kirchen des Orients, §¢. (Landshut,
1865), ete.

! Toan. Colp. 1st series, tom. v. (3255) p. 601.

3 Iloan. CoOp. 1st series, tom. vi. (3534) Feb. 28, 1720, p. 141.
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mitted to Us by God requires for the good government of
Our hereditary kingdoms and conquests, casting Our eye
on the Spiritual Order, and observing in them great
irregularity and a great defect in their proceedings, We
should indeed Je afflicted in Our conscience, and have too
Just cause to fear lest We appear to be guilty of ingrati-
tude to the Most High, if after, by His gracious assistance,
‘We have happily succeeded in a regulation, both military
and civil, We should neglect the regulation of the Spiri-
tual Order; and lest, when. the impartial Judge sball
require of Us an account for the vast trust He has reposed
in Us, We should not be able to give an answer.’?

One immediately conceives that a man afflicted by such
pangs of conscience could not long endure a similar tor-
ture, and would have soon yielded. Besides, as half-
measures and compromises can never calm the conscience
of strong-minded men, it must necessarily be expected
that Peter the Great would have felt compelled tp do
for the Church whatever he, in his conscience, would
have deemed the best, however radical the measures
which might have heen required. Let us again listen
to him :—

‘WEe THEREFORE (because of the before-mentioned
fear of conscience), after the example of former religious
kings, recited in the Old and New Testaments, having
taken upon Us the care of the regulation of the clergy and
Spiritual Order, and not seeing any better way for it than
a conciliary government (sobornoe pravitelstvo); yet, be-
cause this is too weighty a charge for any single person
to whom the supreme power is not hereditary, We appoint

1 Ukase for the establishment of the Holy Synod. Consett, p. 3. (IToxn.
CoGp. tom. vi. (3718) p. 314.) In the same identical terms, Peter ex-
presses himself in his letter to the Patriarch of Constantinople, informing
him of the already accomplished establishment of the Synod. See. p. 36

et seq.
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a Spiritual College, i.e. a spiritual conciliary government,
which is authorized to rectify, according to the ¢ Regula-
tion” here following,' ALL spiritual affairs throughout the
Russian Church. And We require all our faithful sub-
Jects of every rank and condition, spiritual and temporal, to
account this administration powerful and authoritative,
and to have recourse to it for the direction, resolution,
and determination of their most private spiritual affairs,
and to acquiesce in its definitive sentence; to obey its
decrees and orders in everything, under the pain of a
severe punishment for disobedience and contumacy, as in
the othér Colleges. This College must also perfect here-
after their * Regulation” with more rules, such as the
different occasions of various affairs shall require; but
the Spiritual College must not do this without Our con-
sent. We constitute members of this Spiritual College,
as is here specified, one president, two vice-presidents,
four counsellors, four assessors. And because it is men-
tioned in the first part of this  Regulation,” in the 7th and

' The Spiritual Regulation, of which we have already spoken (see p. 15,
note). It bears in Russian the title of JyxoBmblit Peraamenrs,
and is inserted in vol. vi. of the lloxnoe CoGpanie 3ako80FB (Complete
Collection of Laws) No. 3718, Jan. 25, 1721, p. 314 ef seg. A German
translation of it appeared in the year 1724, in Dantzig, under the title of
Geistliches Reglement, auf hohen Befehl, etc. 8vo. A French translation,
but so inaccurate as not to allow the reader to rely on it, was published
in the Anecdotes du régne de Pierre le Grand, 1745, 16mo. Another
German translation (without the ‘Appendix’ pribavienic) was inserted by
Haigold (pseud. of Aug. Ludw. Schlozer) in his Beilagen zum neuverinderten
Russland (Riga und Mittau, 1769), vol. i. Finally, a Latin and complete
translation appeared in 1785, at St. Petersburg, at the expense of Prince
Potemkin.

This last translation, which, on some accounts, may be considered as
official, is extremely rare, as, according to Phil. Strahl (Gelehrte Russland,
Leipz. 1828, p. 423), Prince Potemkin himself caused the greatest part of
the copies to be destroyed. The Puris Socidté bibliographique has under-
taken to reprint it, together with a French translation made from the Russian,
and appropriate notes.
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8th sections, that the president is liable to be tried by his
brethren—to wit, in the same College—in case he does
-anything amiss; We therefore allow him one vote, as the
‘rest have. All the members of this College, at their
entering on their office, must take oath, and promise on
the Holy Gospel, in the form of oath hereto annexed.!—

¢ Signed and subscribed with His Imperial Majesty’s
.own hand,

PETER.

¢ Petersburg, the 25th day of January,
¢ in the year of our Lord 1721.”?

Also, in force of this imperial brief, Russia must add,
on the 25th of January, 1721, to the College of Mines
and Manufactures, a tenth College, called Spiritual, and
intrusted with the government of all her spiritual affairs.
And in order that no one might be mistaken as to the
Synod being a State College like the others, Peter the
Great ordered that, in the conduct of its affairs, the
Spiritual College should entirely conform itself to the
prescriptions contained in the above-mentioned ¢ Gene-
ralnyi Reglument’ of the 28th of February, 1720, enacted
for the other Colleges.*

Shortly after, however, a question of some importance

! We shall presently speak of that oath (see p. 40).

* Hoan. CoOp. tom. vi. p. 314. Consett, p. 3.

8 We remark here, once for all, that in quoting the official documents of
the Russian Orthodox Church, we keep the date of the Russian Culendar,
which is 12 days behind ours.

4 ¢<Hero is nothing particularly delivered of the employ or conduct of
the affairs (0 xbiicTBaxB) of the Spiritual College, because His Imperial
Majesty required them to act by the rules of the Generalnyi Reglament
(no Temeparmomy Periamenty).—Spir. Reg. pert iii. II. Consett,
P. 124. See, for the Russian, any separate edition of the /Iyxonn. Pera.
See also Spir. Reg. at the beginning of part i.
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caused the Spiritual College to be called Most Holy Synod.
During divine service people were accustomed to hear
mentioned in the FEktenius, the name of the former
chief authority of the Russian Church, the patriarch of
-Moscow. Now that the Patriarchate no longer existed,
having been abolished by Peter, and the Spiritual College
had entered on his functions, this had evidently the right
of being named in the Ektenias, instead of the Patriarch.
It seems, however, that they found the name of College,
connected as it was with mines and manufactures, to be
too profane for the purpose, as in a petition to the Tsar,
the Spiritual College proposed to His Majesty the adop-
tion of the denomination of ¢ Most Holy Governing
Assembly’ (sobranie). Peter the Great wrote with his
own hand on the petition, ¢ Most Holy Synod, or Most
Holy Governing Synod,’ and since that time, that is since
‘the 14th of February, 1721, the Spiritual College has
been called Most HoLy Sy~op or MosT HoLy Go-
VERNING SyNoD.!

In the following year appeared the ¢ Appendix’ (pn—
bavlenie) to the ¢ Spiritual Regulation,” drawn up also by
Theophane Prokopovich. ¢ This Appendiz to the * Spi-
ritual Regulation ” (8o it runs near the end) His Imperial
Majesty has himself been pleased to suffer to be read in
His own august presence, and to give amendments to it
with His own hand; and, after His approbation of it, to
order it to be printed and published, in the end of April
and in the beginning of May, this year 1722. And by
consent of His Imperial Majesty, the underwritten mem-
bers of the Most Holy Governing (pravitelstvuiustchyr)
Synod have also subscribed to this Appendix.’?

! Spir. Reg. *Points wherein His Most Serene Imperial Majesty, with
his own august hand, hath vouchsafed a resolution.'—Consett. p. 125.
oan. CoGp. tom. vi. (3734), February 14, 1721, pp. 355-356.

* Spir. Reg. Consett. p. 184. In the Iloxnoe CoGpanie, the IprGa-

pienie Kb JyxoBRoMy Periamenry is printed at the end of the laws
issued in the month of May 1722. Tom. vi. (4022), p. 699.
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After this, Peter, by different decisions given to several
propositions (dokladnyi punkty) of the Holy Synod, and
especially by those of the 12th of April, 1722,! fixed the
exact limits of its jurisdiction. ¢ Some matters’ (so says
Mgr. Filaret, Archbishop of Tchernigoff) ¢ whick had
hitherto been judged by the ecclesiastical authority, were
excluded BY THE WILL OF THE TBSAR (volicio Gosu-
daria) from the circle of the Synod’s attributions, and
assigned to the civil tribunals. They were matters
which, of their own nature, belong more to the State than
to the Church of Jesus Christ, more to civil rights than
to faith, such as successions, marriages contracted by
force or against the will of the parents, blasphemy, forni-
cation, or such as concern impenitent sinners, and those
who neglect to go to confession and to the Holy Communion.
Even in these matters, however, with the exception of
the two first mentioned, the ecclesiastical penance was
determined by the ecclesiastical authority.’?

Finally, after having so determined what matters ought
to be left to the jurisdiction of the Synod, and what tried
before the civil tribunals, on the 11th of May, 1722,
Peter the Great issued the following decree,which we quote
literally, and in extenso, as a model of precision, laconism,
and strength :—¢ For the Synod, let there he chosen from
‘among the OFFICERS a good man, who possesses boldness,
and knows how to direct the affairs of the Synod. This
officer shall be the Chief Procurator of the Synod; and
.there shall be given to him an JInstruction, analogous to
that of the General Procurator (of the Senate).’>—The

! TMoan. CoGp. tom. vi. (3963) April 12, 1722, p. 850. _

* Filaret, Her. pocc. nepk. Loc. cit. pp. 4, 5.

3 B Canogs BeiGpars B3 Oeuneposs zobparo wexosbra,
‘K10 6b nMBas cumbirocTs ® wornp ynmpamiemie CmmOxcKaro
Abia smate, B Obite eMy OGeps-IIpokypopoM: ® Aath emy



28 The Pope of Rome and the Popes, efc. [Cu. L

¢ Instruction’ here alluded to, and of which we are pre-
sently going to speak in detail, bears the date of the 13th
of June, 1722. '

In less than two years Peter had thus carried out the
most radical revolution which could be accomplished ifi
the Russian Church without causing her to cease to ke
orthodoxz. Though deeply deploring the illegitimacy and
injustice of Peter’s enterprise, one cannot but admire the
stupendous activity of his genius, nor can anything be
more suitably compared to it than the stupendous docility
of the bishops of Russia. Nay, whatever the arguments
may be, by which it has been attempted to justify Peter
and the Russian Church, the wonderful condescension of
the Russian bishops to the will of the Tsar forcibly
involves the abdication on their side, not only of their
right to be the rulers of the Church, but even of their
personal dignity. These two assertions are so weighty
as to oblige us to allege arguments in support of both of
them. We begin with the latter.

No one of our readers surely omitted to notice the pe-
culiar style of Peter’s ukases, which we purposely quoted.
Never had any Pope spoken in a more authoritative
manner, nor shown in his words a fuller conviction of
the legitimacy of his power, than does Peter in the before-
quoted ukases. HE abolishes the patriarchate; HE
appoints a Spiritual College,to be added to that of Mines
and Manufactures; HE entrusts it with the direction of all
spiritual affairs throughout Russia; HE orders his subjects,
of whatever rank and condition, spiritual aswell as temporal,
to recognise the Spiritual College as a legitimate power;
HE enforces his will by the sanction of severe punish-
ments; HE requires the Spiritual College to complete

HHCTpYEUilo, npaMBAach Kb HHECTPYRNiK l‘eﬁepan—llpoxypopa.
Hoan. CoGp. tom. vi. (4001) May 11, 1722, p. 676.
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their ¢ Regulation,’ but not without his consent; HE fixes
the form of oath to be taken by the members of the Synod.
All this BE does, HE alone, without even mentioning, as
the Popes generally do in the most important affairs, that
he has availed himself of the advice of others.! As to the
Bishops, the divinely-instituted governors, pastors, chiefs,
heads of the Church, they who, consequently, were imme-
diately concerned in the establishment of the Synod, they
are alluded to, it i true, yet not as advisers, but as
entering into the cofpposition of the flock of Peter’s faith-
Jul subjects, of whafever rank and condition, spiritual as
well as temporal !

The mere style of Peter is also an outrage to them, and
they, the rulers of the Church, ¢ they bow their neck to
the worst kind of tyranny’! Yet more ought to be said.

The signatures of nineteen Bishops appear at the end
of the ¢Spiritual Regulation.’” Those English readers
who know the Russian Church only by the writings of
Neale, or by Mouravieff’s ¢ History of the Church of
Russia,’ translated by the Rev. R. W. Blackmore, or by
some other works written with the view of supporting the
State Church of Russia, can hardly realise ﬂxe depth of
humiliation into which Russian bishops were forced to
descend, in order to comply with the will of Peter, and
to allow their signatures to be attached to the ¢ Spiritual
Regulation.” They themselves subscribed, among others,
articles such as the following :—¢ Because the above said
duties (of the bishops) are mnot to be well understood,

“without great application to reading; and it being uncer-
tain whether every one of them will love reading or ho, an
order therefore will be issued out of the Spiritual Gollege

' This Peter does in his letter to the Patriarch of Constantinople, written
for the purpose of obtaining from him the recognition of the accomplished
JSact. 'What reliance may be placed upon Peter’s assertion will appear from
what we shall presently say on the subject.
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TO ALL BISHOPS, that every one of them have the Canons
read at his table which concern himself ; only this reading
may be omitted on some great festivals, or when some
honourable guests are present, or for some other just
reason.’! And again, on the subject of the visitation of
the eparchie or divcese:—¢ When the chanting (or service)
is ended, he (the bishop) is to preach a sermon to the clergy
aud people on true repentance, and the duties of every
order, especially the sacerdotal. And there, on the spot, he
shall require and exhort everyone to propose to him his
spiritual wants and doubts to be resolved ; and also what-
ever is anywhere observed to want a regulation amongst
the clergy. And because every BISHOP s not learned
enough to compose a set discourse, the Spiritual College
therefore will frame such a charge as the BISHOPS shall
read over (prochityvat) in the churches they visit.’?

So far as to personal dignity. Possibly, on account of
the prodigious variety of men’s feelings and inclinations,
there may be some one who does not see how personal
dignity can be concerned with Peter’s arbitrary dealings
on ecclesiastical matters, and the extreme tractability of
the Russian bishops. As, after all, this is matter of
taste, we shall not farther dwell thereon, but hasten
to speak of the abdication by the Russian bishops of
their right to be the rulers of the Church.

Yet, before closely entering on the matter, we are glad
to state that, according to a most reliable document, an
appearance at least of resistance made by the Russian
clergy to the encroachments of Peter was not entirely.
wanting, and we believe that the resisters were bishops.
We were the more delighted on meeting with that docu-

' Spir. Reg. part ii. ¢ Of the Bishops” No. 3. Comsett, p. 35. Houm.

C06p. tom. vi. p. 322.
* «On the Visitation, ete. No. 3, Consett, p. 55. Iloam. Co6p. loc. cit.
p. 328.

™
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ment, hecause the official publications of the Russian
Church, as well as many works published abroad with a
view to exalt her, seem to pursue, as the accomplishment
of a duty, the plan of concealing any such attempts at
resistance as would confer honour on the Russian bishops,
thus making them appear to be like those canes muts
spoken of in Isaias: ¢ They are all dumb dogs, they
cannot bark’ (Is. lvi. 10).

It is well known that during the reign of Catherine II.
Voltaire was in great favour at the court of St. Peters-
burg. The orthodox Empress commissioned the French
philosopher to compile a history of Peter the Great, and
caused him to be supplied with every document which.
might berequired. Peter’s ecclesiastical reformation could
not, of course, be passed by, and an especial memorial
¢ On the Russian Church and her Reformation by Peter
the Great,’ was consequently handed to Voltaire. A large
portion of that memorial was published some years ago-
in Leipzig, under the title of ¢ Mémoire inédit sur la
réforme de IEglise russe, envoyé par Catherine II & Vol-
taire.” Wolf. Gerhard, 1863, 8vo. The preface Bays :
¢Ce mémoire a été trouvé dans les papiers de Jean
Schouvaloff, chargé par Catherine II de fournir a Voltaire
les documents pour I'histoire de Pierre I et de la Russie.
Nous tenons le manuscrit original des héritiers de Jean
Schouvaloff, ce favori de impératrice Elisabeth et Mécéne
russe, selon I'expression des poétes et des chroniqueurs de
son époque.’

This document was by no means an unpublished one.
According to Haigold (pseudonymous of Aug. Ludw.
Schlozer), the very original and complete manuscript
sent to Voltaire was in the year 1769 still preserved in
the public library of Geneva, where one of Haigold’s
friends, having discovered it, made a copy thereof, which
Haigold translated into German, and published in the -
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first volume of his ¢ Beilagen zum neuveriinderten
Russland, Riga und Mittau, 1769,” 12mo., pp. 1-70.!
‘We happened also to find an English translation of it
in the work of John Glen King, who was chaplain to the
British factory at St. Petersburg: ¢ The Rites and
Ceremonies of the Greek Church in Russia’: London,
1772; 4to.? From him we quote the following passage
on the establishment of the Synod of St. Petersburg :

€ On the death of the (tenth) patriarch (of Moscow,
Adrian, d. A.p. 1700), Peter deferred nominating another,
on account of the troubles occasioned by the war; but HE
gave the administration of the affairs of the patriarchate
to Stephen Jaworsky, metropolitan of Rezan, a man of
learning and a foreigner,® and for that reason supposed
to be less apt to make a bad use of the trust reposed in
him. His title was Ezarch, or Vicegerent of the Patri-
archal See; but the government of the exarchy was very
different from what it was under the patriarchs; small
and daily occurrences were the only business which came
before him ; all affairs of importance were brought before
the Sovereign, or an assembly composed of the other
bishops, to deliberate upon them. These bishops resided
by turns at Moscow, and sometimes were summoned on
purpose. . . . In the meantime Peter constantly medi-
tated upon introducing a better form of ecclesiastical

? Under the title of Russische Kirchen- und Reformations-Geschichte bis
auf Peter den Grossen, in seven chapters, of which only four and a half
are given in the French Mémoire inédit.

* Under the title of History of the Russian Church and its Reformation
by Peter the Great, in seven chapters, just as the German translation of
Haigold (pp. 433-468). King, however, does not mention either from
whom he had this ¢ history,’ or the author of it, or for what purpose it was
drawn up. A German translation of King's work was published in Riga,
under the title of Gebriuche und Cer ien der griechischen Kirche im
Russland. 1773. 4to.

3 . . . ‘mais puisque il était Polonais.” (Mém.énéd., p.17,§15. ...
*der dabei ein duslinder war. (Haigold, Beilagen, etc. i. p. 18.)
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government, though the clergy had not given over the hopes
of having their patriarch restored ; nay,some even entered
into intrigues for that purpose, of which the exarch him-
self was suspected ; but all their endeavours proved vain.
At length Peter the Great declared, in a full assembly
of the most eminent and distinguished clergy, that ne
thought a patriarch to be neither necessary for the adminis-
tration of the Church, nor expedient for the State, and
therefore HE ad determined to introduce another form of
ecclesiastical government, which should keep the medium
between that of a single person and General Councils,
both of which were liable to many inconveniences, on
account of the great extent of the empire; and this new
mode was to be a constant Council or Synod. Some of
the clergy remonstrated upon this, asserting that as the
patriarchate had been established in Russia not only by
the consent of his predecessors, but with the concurrence
of all the Oriental patriarchs, it could only e abolished
by the same authority. But suck argum:nts had no
weight. Peter understood his own rights tvoo well.’* <Ce
que je viens de rapporter’ (adds the above-mentioned
¢ Mémoire’ only), ¢ je ne I'ai point trouvé dans des mé-
moires écrits, mais je le tiens de quelques persomnes trés-
dignes de fot, qui sont encore en vie, et qui peuvent en
rendre témoignage.’

In his ¢ Histoire de I'Empire de Russie sous Pierre le
Grand,’ Voltaire did not relate this attempt at opposition
to the despotism of the Tsar. He was, in fact, reproached
because he did not make use, as he should have done, of the

' King, pp. 440, 441; Haigold, pp. 17-21; Mémoire inédit, pp. 17-20.
The last words, which we have underlined, run in French as follows :—* On
aurait pu faire de pareilles représentations avant le temps de Pierre le
Grand, mais ce prince connaissait trop le pouvoir que les lois divines et
Aumaines lué accordaient, pour se rendre a leur sentiment.” Hanigold trans-
lates them more emphatically :—* dber solche Schliisse galten nur in alten
Zeiten. Peter kannte die Rechte sciner Majestit.

D
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precious documents forwarded to him ; and the celebrated
German critic Ant. Fried. Biisching goes so far as to show
some regret that this history of Peter had not been written
by John Schouvaloff himself, instead of Voltaire.! Again,
how could such an attempt have any importance for a
writer who equally despised every Christian Church, and
for whom the power of bishops and ecclesiastical jurisdic-
tion were merely conventional words, invented by men in
order to support an edifice of hypocrisy !*? Fortunately,
however, the fact is stated in such a document as not to
allow anybody to doubt of its authenticity. Moreover,

Y See Geschichte des russischen Reiches unter Peter dem Grossen.
Uebersetzt von Jo. Mich. Hube, herausgegeben von Dr. Ant, Fried. Biisching
(Frankfurt, 1761), Vorrede, pp. 3, 4.

2 Voltaire's History of Peter the Great offers many proofs of the in-
consistency of his principles, if not rather of the mean-spiritedness of the
pretended philosopher and his cowardice towards the puissant * Semiramis
of the North Leaving some instances to which public attention has
been already drawn, we bring forward the following. No one, perhaps, of
Peter’s numerous orders concerning ecclesiastical matters had been urged
by the Tsar with greater severity than that in force of which (English
readers will wonder at it) the normal state of the monks onght to be
ignorance, and science and cultivation of the mind the exception! . ... .

* Monks are not to transcribe any writings in the cells, neither copies out
of books nor out of their records, without the privity of the principal, on
pain of a severe corporal punishment; nor to write to anyone, nor to
receive a letter without his permission ; and, by the rules both spiritual and
civil, are not to have ink and paper more than what is specially allowed
by the principal or abbot for their common spiritual use. And this guard
against monks s especially necessary, because nothing so much disturbs the
monastic solitude as their superstitious and mischievous writings; but if one
of the brethren has some urgent occasion for a letter, he must write it at
the table, out of the common ink-horn, and on the common paper, with the
principal’s leave, and not presume to do this of his own accord” (Consett.

pp. 173, 174. Iloam. C06p vi. p. 712).

That strange prescription had been among the subjects of Peter’s nominal
(uMenRnBbIi directly emanating from the sovereign) ‘ukase of the 31st
January, 1701 (Iloan. CoGp. tom. iv. (1834) pp. 139, 140; it had been
again enforced as a rule for the monks in the Appendlx to the ‘ Spiritual Regu-
lation’ (Cons. p. 173, No.36. Hloan. CoGp. tom. vi. (4022,) p. 712; and then,
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we find in F. Gagarin’s quoted work, ¢ Le Clergé russe,’
PP- 291-2, that, ¢ Dans un article publié le 8 sept. 1862,
dans la Causerie ecclésiastique, sous la signature du P.
Athanase, il est dit & propos de ce Concile (pour Pappro-
bation du Synode): “ Sans doute, ceux qui y assistérent
ne consentirent pas tous et immédiatement & la proposi-
tion de Pierre . . . mais la volonté du Tzar, soutenue
par quelques ecclésiastiques, ’emporta.”’ This article, as
F. Gagarin remarks, appeared with the approbation of the
ecclesiastical censors.

Perhaps, if it happen that some Russian bishops be-
come acquainted with these pages, they will take into
serious consideration an objection against the establish-
meut of the Synod, alleged in a full assembly of the most
eminent and distinguished clergy of Russia,” and to which
no other answer was given by Peter than Luther’s histo-
rical answer, when convicted of a wilful addition to the
text of the Holy Scripture, in order to support his
doctrine of justification, ¢ So I will, so I command ; let
my will stand for reason.’! Perhaps they will feel dis-
gusted with the bantering strain in which the fact is

again it had formed the onlysubject of Peter's nominal ukase, made known by
the Synod, of the 19th February, 1723 (Iloan. CoGp. tom. vii. (4146) p. 16.

Now, the asserted philosopher, and deadly adversary of ignorance in the
‘West of Europe, has not a single word to condemn a Tsar, forbidding, as @
rule, to the less ignorant of his subjects the use of ink and paper, but rather
seems to approve this measure. Let us listen to Voltaire’s words:—‘La
Russie était inondée de moines ; ils étaient riches, puissants, et quoigue
trés-ignorants ils étaient 4 V'avénement de Pierre presque les seuls qui
sussent écrire ; ils en avaient abusé dans les premiers temps, ol ils furent
si étonnés et scandalisés des innovations que faisait Pierre en tout genre,
11 avait été obligé en 1703 (? 1701) de défendre I'encre et la plume aux moines :
il fallait une permission expresse de 'archimandrite, qui répondait de ceux &
qui il la donnait. Pierre voulut que cette ordonnance subsistAt.” (Hist, etc.
chap. xiv.) And nothing else.

' Where St. Paul in his Epistle to the Romans, says: ‘For we ac-
count a man to be justified by faith without the works of the law’ (Rom. iii.
28), Luther had translated °justified by faith alose:’ *So halten wir es

D 2
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related in a document which almost directly emanated
from an orthodoz Empress of Russia; and a salutary feel-
ing of shame, because of the weakness of Peter’s oppo-
nents, will lead them to consider how to make amends for
the sin of their predecessors, and restore to their divine
and inalienable rights the bishops, successors of the
Apostles, chiefs and heads of the Church.

Indeed, that document alone bears sad evidence to the
fact we bave undertaken to demonstrate, that the Rus-
sian bishops’ condescension to the will of Peter forcibly in-
volves the abdication on their part of the right conferred
upon them by the Orthodox ¢ Expositions of faith,’ of being’
rulers of the Church. Peter’s crafty policy, in the way
of bringing about the establishment of the Synod, as
. well as his real contempt for the divine authority of the
bishops, are there stated in the most conspicuous and un-
deniable manner. The reader has just been told how Peter
answered the objection that, in order to abolish the Russian
patriarchate, there was required the previous consent of
all the Oriental patriarchs. Once, however, that the Synod
was established and proclaimed to the people throughout
all Russia, Peter displayed an active zeal in order to obtain
from the Oriental patriarchs its recognition. A celebrated

nun das der Mensch gerecht werde ohne des Gesetzes Werk, allein durch den
Glauben.” This addition being made a subject of reproach to the Reformer,
Luther, in a letter of the 8th September, 1530, to Wenceslaus Link, expressed
himself on the subject in the following sublime terms: ‘If your Papist
(Emser) takes great offence at the word “sola,” say to him immediately:
¢ Dr. Martin Luther’s will is, that it be so, and says: Papist and donkey are
one thing—sic volo, sic jubeo, sit pro ratione voluntas.”’ (‘ Wenn euer Papist
sich viel unniitze machen will, mit dem Worle (SoLa, allein), so sagt ikm flugs
also: * Doctor Martin Luther wills also haben, und spricht : Papist und Esel
scy ein Ding, sic volo, sic jubeo, sit pro ratione voluntas, ete.”’ . ..) Luth-r'’s
simmtliche Schriften, edit. by Walch, Halle in Magdeb. tom. xxi., 1749.
4to. Letter 310, § 6, p. 314. According to Walch, the same letter is to be
found in the previous editions of Luther's works, as follows: Jen. tom. v.
161; Wittemb, iv. 474 ; Alt., v. 268; Leipz., xii. 90,
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historian of the Russian Church suggests to us a fair ex-
planation of that apparent contradiction : ¢ This conciliary
(sobornoe) form of government,’ so says A. N. Mouravieff,
‘was proclaimed to the people throughout all Russia;
but there still needed, in order to its permanent establish-
ment, the recognition of the other Eastern Churches, tkat
the unity of the Catholic Church might not be violated.’!
The meaning of these words is quite clear, if one only
remembers that the Oriental Orthodox Church is to be
likened, as to her form of government, to A CONFEDERA-
TION OF DIFFERENT STATES, éach of them independent of
the rest. The unity of the Catholic (Orthodox) Church, to
which allusion is made in Mouravieff’s words, was and
could be only a unity of charity and friendship.? The new
form of ecclesiastical government introduced by Peter in
Russia needed the recognition of the Oriental patriarchs,
just as, in political society, every new Government, be

! Blackmore : 4 History of the Church of Russia, by A. N. Mouravieff,
(Oxford, 1842), p. 285.

OGaapozoBano 0bL10 cie coGOpHOE HpPaBHTEIBCTBO HO BCei
Poccin o eme Tpe6oBaiocs, 414 FE4HOM TBEPAOCTH OHAr0, NPH-
3aagie npoynxs BocroyHnxs nepkedi, 14651 HEHAPYIHMO
65110 exnncrso Karoimyeckoit Ilepksm (Hcropia Pocciiickoit

IlepkBu. CnG. 1840, p. 376.

2 Q. How does it agree with the unity of the Church, that there are
many separate and independent Churches, as those of Jerusalem, Antioch,
Alexandria, Constantinople, Russia ?

A. These are particular Churches, or parts of the one Catholic Church;
the separateness of their visible organisation does not hinder them from
being all spiritually great members of the one body of the universal Church
‘—from having one Head, Christ, and one spirit of faith and grace. This
unity is expressed outwardly by unity of creed and by communion in
prayer and sacrament.

Q. What hierarchical authority is there which can extend its sphere of
action over the whole Catholic Church ?

" A. An(Ecumenical Council. (T%e Longer Catechism of Mgr. Filar:t, t-ans-
Inted by the Rev. R. W, Blackmore, part i., on the IX Art. of the Creed, in
Blackmore's The Doctrine of the Russian Church (Aberdeen, 1845), pp. 77-83.
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it a commune, an aristocracy, or a monarchy, needs the
recognition of the other Governments, in order to keep
up friendly relations with them. The Oriental Orthodox
Church presents, in the way in which she is governed, the
most striking analogies to civil and political society, as
we shall fully explain in the third chapter of this book;
ro wonder that she should also, like the latter, present
to us the phenomena of revolutions and coups d’état. Of
this last kind was the establishment. of the Synod. Peter
the Great knew well how to appreciate and to bring
iato practice the theory of accomplished facts. To ask
the previous consent of the Oriental patriarchs would
have been, on Peter’s side, an act of most awkward and
mistimed simplicity, which might have greatly compro-
mised the success of his enterprise. This explains the
rudeness of his behaviour in the assembly of the clergy.
But once that this danger was over, once that all his
plans had been carried into execution, Peter showed
himself anxious to obtain from the anciently-established
‘Government of the Oriental Orthodox Church the recog-
nition of the new one he had just brought about. He himself
wrote, on the 30th of September, 1721, to the Patriarch
of Constantinople, informing him that ‘ amongst the many
cares which the empire committed to Him by God required
for the good government of His hereditary kingdoms and
conquests, casting His eye on the Spiritual Order, and
observing in them great irregularity, and a great defect
in their proceeding, He would indeed have been afflicted
in His conscience, and have had too just cause to fear lest
He appear to be guilty of ingratitude to the Most High, if
after, by His gracious assistance, He had happilysucceeded
in a regulation both military and civil . . . ’ and so on,
in the very same terms used in the above-quoted ukase
of the 25th of January, 1721 (p. 22). Here, however,
Peter declared that he had beforehand taken the advice of
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counsellors, both ecclesiastical and civil! . . . .' The
answer of the Patriarch of Constantinople bears the date
of the 23rd of September, 1723, two years and eight
months after the establishment of the Synod, and the
approbation of the other Oriental patriarchs accompanied
or followed that of the Patriarch of Constantinople.

Let us now suppose that the Oriental patriarchs had
refused to comply with the wishes of Peter, would he then
have abolished the newly-created synod and restored the
patriarchate? Just as little as it may be expected from
some one who has just succeeded in transforming a re-
public into a monarchy, and in causing himself to be
elected its king, that he would abdicate the newly-
acquired dignity, and restore the republic—only because
small States, from which he has nothing to fear, refuse to
recognise the accomplished fact. No one, we believe,
will be able to contradict our assertion; Peter’s character
and whole behaviour in this affair was a guarantee for
the steadiness of his resolution. ¢ Le dessein de Pierre,’
says Voltaire, ¢ était d’établir un conmseil de religion
toujours subsistant qui dépendit du souverain, et qui ne
donnat de lois a T'Eglise que celles qui seraient ap-
prouvées par le maitre de I Etat dont I'Eglise fait partie. . .
Il pensait et il disait publiquement que l'idée des deux
puissances (la spirituelle et la temporelle) fondée sur I’al-
légorie de deux épées qui se trouvérent chez les apétres,
était une idée absurde. . . . Je trouve dans des mémoires
curieux composés par un officier fort aimé de Pierre le
Grand, qu'un jour qu’on lisait & ce prince le chapitre du
Spectateur anglais qui contient un paralléle entre lui et
Louis X1V, il dit aprés I'avoir écouté: « Je ne crois pas

' Ilapckas B marpiapmia rpaMarsi o yapemaenin Cparbiimaro
Canoga. CuG. 1838, pp. 2, 3. T& Toi eboeBecrdrov Baoiréws xal Tév
&ywrdror Tlarpidpxowr ypduua-a wepl Tis ocvordoews Tis dyiwrdrns Zvvédov.
(Athens, 1844), p. 4. See ubove, pp. 33-35.
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mériter la préférence qu'on me donne sur ce monarque,
mais j’ai été assez heureux pour lui &tre supérieur dans
un point essentiel, j’ai forcé mon clergé al'obéissance et &
la paix, et Louis XIV s’est laissé subjuguer par le sien.”’
If we quote Voltaire, it is only because his history of
Peter, as has been already remarked, was almost dictated
by Catherine II., so that it may be considered as a
faithful echo of the opinions and feelings of the Court of
St. Petersburg at that time. Yet we needed not the
authority of Voltaire’s history, nor that of any other
writer,! in order to be convinced that Peter aimed at
making his clergy the most obedient and subservient the
world had ever seen. A cursory glance at some chief
features of Peter’s ecclesiastical legislature, still in force,
is, alas! more than sufficient. These we are now going to
make the reader acquainted with, setting aside whatever
may personally concern Peter or his intentions.

In quoting Peter’s ukase of the 25th of January, 1721,
for the establishment of the Holy Synod, we promised to
return to the special oath taken by the members of the
Spiritual College, and to which allusion is made in the
just-mentioned ukase. The formula of oath is very long,
and in its greatest part identical with that forced upon the
members of the other colleges.? There is, however, an

} It is worthy of remark that the Protestant historians of Peter mar-
vellously agree in considering his ecclesiastical reformation as we do,
though praising him for it. As an instance, King, after having given
an account of the Holy Synod and its orgunisation, adds, ¢ These are
snch effectual checks to the power of the clergy, that no prince in the
world can have less to fear from them’—The Rites and Ceremonies, &e.,
p. 428.

2 This document being of the greatest importance, because of the con-
tests to which it gave rise, we prefer quoting it in extenso:—

¢I, undernamed, promise and swecar by Almighty God, on His Holy
Gospel, that I am in duty bound, and according to my duty will and shall
every way endeavour, in the counsels, judgments, and in all the proceed-
ings of this Spiritual Legislative Synod, at all times to search out the very
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addition which solely and exclusively concerns the mem-
bers of the Spiritual College. It reads as follows:—

truth and right, and to act in all things conformably to the rules or canons
prescribed in the Spiritual Regulation. And if any canons shall here-
after be decreed by the suffrage and concurrence of this Spiritual Govern-
ment (cero Jyxosnaro ITpaBnteiscTBa) and with the consent of His
Imperial Majesty (com3podenient Ilapckaro Beamuecrsa); these I
will act by, according to my conscience, without respect of persons, free
from enmity, emulation, and strife. And plainly to be influenced by no
kind of fears, but that of God, always keeping in mind his unsearchable
judgments, with a sincere love of God and of my neighbour; proposing
the glory of God, the salvation of the souls of men, and the edification of
the whole Church (Bceil IlepxBr), as the ultimate scope and end of
my thoughts, words, and actions, not seeking my own, but what is Jesus,
the Lord’s. ’

¢I swear also, by the living God, that, always remembering Ilis
tremendous word, * Everyone 18 accurscd who does the work of God neg-
ligently,” 1 will apply myself to every affuir of this Legislative Synod,
as to a work of God, industriously, and with all diligence, to the utmost of
my power, wholly disregarding my own pleasure and ease. And I will
not pretend ignorance ; but if I am doubtful in any case, I will labour dili-
gently to come at the right understanding and knowledge of it, by search-
ing into the Holy Scriptures, examining the canons and decrees of Councils,
and taking into consideration the unanimous consent of the great and
primitive doctors.
. *I1 again swear by Almighty God, that I will, and am in duty bound to
continue a faithful, good, and obedient servant, and subject to my natural
and true Tsar and Sovereign, Peter the First ([lepBoMy) Autocrat
(Canogepmny) of all Russia, etc., and after him to His Imperial Majesty's
august lawful successors, who, by the will and uncontrollable autocratical
(camMozepmaBHOii) power of His Imperial Majesty are appointed, or shall
hereafter be appointed, and qualified to ascend the thronme; and to her
Sovereign Majesty the Empress Catharine Alexievna. And every right,
prerogative, or pre-eminence belonging to the supreme sovereignty, power,
and dominion of His Imperial Majesty, which is legal, or shall hereafter
be legully established, to guard and defend with the best of my skill,
power, and ability, and, if need be, with my life and fortune. And roore-
over, with the greatest constancy endeavour (CTapaTHcAi) to promote
everything that can in any way contribute to the faithful service and
interest of His Imperial Majesty. As to any diminution of, or detriment
and damage to His Majesty's interests, as soon as I am acquainted with
it I will endeavour not only to discover it in due time, but by all means
to remedy or put a stop to it. And when, for the service and interest'of
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¢ I confess (acknowledge) upon oath, that the monarch of
all Russia himself, our most gracious Sovereign, 18 THE
SUPREME JUDGE OF THIS SPIRITUAL COLLEGE.’

These words speak fairly enough for themselves. So,
then, the pretended authority of the Russian Church meets,
in the discharge of her functions, with another authority as
superior to her as a judge is superior to those upon whom
he is going to pronounce a sentence !

And in order that no one might mistake as to the natural
meaning of these words, or even venture to contest it,
by alleging, for instance, that the quoted words—* ne se
rapportent qu’aux membres du Saint Synode en leur
qualité de sujets, de dignitaires de IEtat, de membres
d’une assemblée mixte qui a un double caractére religieux
et civil,’ and that ¢ le serment du Saint Synode se rapporte
seulement & Dexistence extérieure de I'Eglise et au
souverain comme chef politique,”’—Peter the Great or-

His Majesty, or the Church,I am privy to any secret affair, or whatever
kind it is which I am commanded to keep a secret, I will keep it with
perfect secrecy, reveal it to no person living who is not concerned to know
it, and to whom I am not required to disclose it. )

¢ 1 ACKNOWLEDGE upon oath that the monarch of all Russia himself, our
most gracious Sovereign, {8 THE SUPREME JUDGE of this Spiritual College.
{Hcnosbayo me c» Kiarpoio kpaitmaro Cygito JAyxoBHbiA
cea Koazerin, 6uita Camaro Beepocciiickaro Monapxa, Tocysapa
namero Beemusocrnpbiimaro).
- ¢I farther swear by the all-seeing God, that all the particulars I have
now sworn to I do not only explain and understand in my mind as I have
uttered them with my mouth, but in the force and sense, whatever force
and sense it is, which the words here written do express to those that hear
and read them.

¢I assert upon oath, God the Observer of hearts being Witness of my
oath, that it is no lie. If it is a lie and not from my conscience, let the
same righteous Judge be my avenger.

¢In confirmation of this my oath, I kiss the words and cross of my
Saviour.—Amen.’ Consett, pp. 6-10. (Iloin. CoGp. tom. vi. (3718)
pp. 314, 316. )

V Discussion entre Mgr. U'évéque de Nantes et M. Darchiprétre Wassilieff
au sujet de Dautorité ecclésiastique dans U Eglise de Russie (Paris, 1861). 8vo,
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dained that the words: ‘I acknowledge upon oath that
the monarch of all Russia himself is the SUPREME JUDGE
of this Spiritual College,’ should, as we have already re-
marked, solely and exclusively be inserted in the formula
of oath taken by the members of the Spiritual College,
as nothing of the kind is to be found in the formula of
oath previously prescribed to the members of the other
Colleges. Moreover, still in order to shut out even the
possibility of any explanation which might not agree with
the natural meaning of the quoted words, Peter ordained
that the members of the Holy Synod alone must, before
concluding their oath, swear as follows: ! ¢ I farther swear
by the all-seeing God, that all the particulars I have now
sworn to I do not only explain and understand in my
mind as I have uttered them with my mouth, but in the
force and sense, whatever force and sense it 18, which the
words here written do express to those that hear and read
them.’

But let us go on, as what we are successively going to
state will more and more throw light on every previous
statement, and afford new proofs of them. We shall now
speak of the Chief Procurator of the Synod, that dig-
nitary appointed by Peter’s ukase of the 11th of May,
1722, which we have quoted in extenso (p. 27).

We are not aware if it has been sufficiently pointed out
that the Instruction given by Peter to the Chief Pro-
curator ( Ober-Procurator) of the Synod, (and which,
being still in force, is to be seen in every edition of the
¢ Spiritual Regulation,’) is identical word for word with

! The formula of oath prescribed by Peter to the members of the other
Colleges begins with the.words ¢ I (again) swear by Almighty God,’ ete. of
the formula of oath for the members of the Synod, and runs word for word
identically with the last, as far as the words ‘I ACKNOWLEDGE upon oath,’ etc.,
énstead of which, the members of the other Colleges make a general pro-
mise of obedience to their statutes and of fidelity to the Tsar. See IToam.
CoGp. tom. vi. Tenep. Per.. (3534), February 28, 1720, p. 142.
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that given by him to the General Procurator of the Senate
only with the necessary substitution of the word Synod
for that of Senate. Whoever is acquainted with
the Russian language, and desires to make such com-
parison for himself, will find both ¢ Instructions ’ in vol. vi.
of the ¢ Complete Collection of the Laws,’ etc.'! From
this single, yet two-faced, Instruction we quote the
following explanation of the rights equally exercised by
the Tsar both over the Senate, through its General Pro-
curator, and over the Synod through its Chief Procurator.
¢The General Procurator of the Senate (the Chief Fro-
curator of the Synod)being appointed through this charge
a8 Our(the T'sar’s) OWN EYE,and the advocate of the affairs
of the State, must behave with fidelity, because it is against
him that proceedings will be first taken’ (Art. 11). ¢ The
General Procurator of the Senate (the Chief Procurator of
the Synod) is bound to assist at the sittings of the Senate (of
the Synod), and to have a watchful eye on the Senate (Sy-
nod), that it fulfil its duty, and that the affairs submitted
to its discussion and decision be carried on comformably to
the statutes and ukases, according to truth, with zeal
and good order, and without loss of time, unless some
legitimate cause prevents him domg his function; and
all this he is bound to register in his diary. Moreover,
he ought to watch closely that affairs be not merely
decided in the sessions, but that whatever has been there
decided be effectually put into execution’ (Art. 1).

Thus much as to the supervision and control of the
Tsar over the proceedings both of the Senate and of the

! TIoan. CoGp. 3akoH. tom. vi. (4036), June 13, 1722, p. 721, and
(3979),-April 27, 1722, p. 662. The Instruction of the General Procutator
to the Senate has, however, one article more concerning the Chizf Procurator
to the Scnate. It runs as follows : ¢ The Chief Procurator (to the Senate),
is the General Procurator’s assistant in his business, and is bound to
manage it in his absence.’
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Holy Synod. What now follows explains in what sense the
members of the Holy Synod, according to their oath, ought
to consider the Tsar as their SUPREME JUDGE: ¢ The
Procurator is also bound to have a watchful and severe
eye upon the Senate (Synod), that it proceed in its func-
tions according to truth and without respect to persons.
And if he remarks anything to the contrary, he must, on
the spot, make it known to the Senate (Synod) pointing
out, without concealment, in what the Senate (Synod) or
any of its members do not act as they ought, in or.ler that
the matter may be set right. If they do not obey, he is
obliged to immediately protest, stay the proceeding of the
business, and, if urgent, refer it immediately to Us. If
there is no urgency, the affair will be treated in the Senate
(Synod) in Our presence, within the week or the month,
according to that which will be ordained. The General
Procurator (Chief Procurator) ought equally to proceed
with prudence and circumspection in his public reports
to Us, in order not to bring any discredit on anybody
without reason. Hence it is that if any affair on account
of which his opinion differs from that of the others, seems
to him obscure and offering two different aspects, after
having stayed its proceeding by the above-mentioned pro-
test, he must not refer it immediately to Us, but take
advice from whomsoever he deems capable of throwing
light on the matter. In case he finds that the affair
really is as he judged it to be, or that he is unable to clear
it any more and to resolve his doubt, he shall refer it to
Us, and never later than within a week, unless the thing
be evident, and of some urgency, in which case he shall
refer it to Us without delay; in the contrary case he shall
behave as we have just stated, but no later than within a
week, nor excusing himself on account of any impediment,
except if We should be absent. In this case, however, he
must supply by a report drawn up in the above-mentioned
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time, and this he shall send up by a special courier. If,
by indulging some passion, he draws up a report which is
not conformed to truth, he himself will be punished
according to the importance of the case” (Art. 2).

It evidently results from these prescriptions that the
Tsar is just as much and in the same sense the judge of
the Synod and its members as he is the judge of the
Senate and its members. In the Synod, as well as in
the Senate, the Tsar by HIS EYE, viz., by the Procurator,
stops whatever decision is going to be taken not con-
formably to his will; no doubt or difficulty of importance
can be resolved except by Him, and not a single law can
even be framed, which has not the previous, at least
supposed, consent of the Tsar —What now follows bears
evidence to the degree of liberty and independence which
is left to the Synod, in the mere execution even of the
laws which did not meet the veto of the Chief Procurator,
nor the dissatisfaction of the Tzar, as well as of any
ecclesiastical law or canon already existing. ¢He
it is (the General Procurator for the Senate, and the
Chief Procurator for the Synod)—he it is who must have
under his direction the Chancery of the Senate ( Synod),
as well as the clerks attached to it’ (Art. 5). ¢ The Eze~
cutor of the Senate ( Synod) ought to be placed under the
direction of the General (Chief) Procurator’ (Art. 6).

Indeed, unless we greatly mistake the meaning of the
words which are made use of in the single Instruction to
the General Procurator of the Senate, and the Chief Pro-
curator of the Synod, the Russian Orthodox Church is
undeniably as much enslaved as a Church can possibly be.
‘We cannot conceive how a king may otherwise be more
really king and more really govern his people than by the
possession and exercise of the legislative and adminis-
trative powers (the last of the two comprising also the
executive). Now the Ezecutor, or officer charged to
enforce the execution of whatever might be ordered by the
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Synod, ¢ agreeably to the will of His Imperial Majesty,*.
is, like the Ezecutor of the Senate, a layman and, besides,
is placed under the direction of the Chief Procurator of -
‘the Synod. The Chancery, viz., the office through which
the current affairs of the Synod are managed, is, together
with all its clerks, under the direction of the Chief Pro-
curator.? Further, the legislative power, as we are going
to explain more in detail, is entirely in the hands of the
Tsar. What is there left, after this, for those members
of the Synod who are bishops, and for the Synod itself,—
for the asserted permanent council GOVERNING (pra-
vitelstvuiustchyi) the Russian Orthodox Church?—F'inally.
no other guarantee is afforded to the Synod against the
abuses of power and arbitrary proceedings of its chief
Procurator than the recourse to the Tsar. Thus runs the
ninth article of the same two-faced Instruction: ¢ The
general Procurator of the Senate (the Chief Procurator of
the Synod) is not subjected to the judgment of anybody but
to Ours, And, if, during our absence, he becomes guilty of
any great crime, which will not admit of any delay, as for
instance of treason, the Senate (the Synod) is empowered
to cause him to be arrested and to open an inquiry,
entrusting somebody else with his functions ; the Senate
(Synod), however, is not allowed to subject him to any
torture or penalty or chastisement’ (Art. 9).

Behold, then, the Holy Synod at the Chief Procura-
tor’s mercy, and at that of the Tsar or a Tsarina. How
canit be believed after this that the Holy Synod is a body
really governing the Russian Orthodox Church ?

Nay, to the easy assertions of advocates or admirers
of the Russian Orthodox Church, let us prefer the sober,
exact, and authoritative language of the Russian Code of

" ' Words of the cath taken by the bishops. See further on, p. 66.

2 See, for the composition of the Chancery attached to the Synod,
the Tuble relative to the law of March 1, 1839 (12,069), in the Appendix
to the tom. xiv. of the [losH. Co6p. 2nd series,
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Law and of the Russian jurists. No one has a real interest
in being deceived, and truth alone can really be profitable
to Orthodox Russians, as well as to Protestant Englishmen
or Catholics of every country. Now, the Russian Code of
Laws, as well as the Russian jurists, plainly and fairly
states that both the administrative and legislative powers
of the Russian Church are in the hands of the Tsar.

The Holy Synod is, itis true, termed ¢ governing’ ( pra-
vitelstvuiustchyi)! in the Russian Code of Laws, but the
Senate also is there termed governing, though no one may
himself venture to advance that the Russian empire is not
governed by the Tsar, but by its Senate. We fairly re-
cognise that the title of governing may, to some extent, be’
suitably applied to the Synod, that is in the sense in which
it is also conferred on the Senate; the Synod and the
Senate being the two chief bodies by which the laws are
proposed, discussed, elaborated, and drawn up defore being
presented to the Tsar. But we are enabled to assert that
the Synod is no more the real chief ruler of the Russian
Church than the Senate is the real chief ruler of the
Russian empire. In fact, the Holy Synod is termed
governing in the very same (43rd) article already quoted
above (p. 20), to which we promised to return, and which
runs a8 follows :—¢ In the administration of the Church
the autocratical authority AcTs BY MEANS of the Most
Holy Governing Synod appointed by him.’

When we quoted this article for the first time, we

' ITpaBATeALCTBYIOMi is officially translated in French by * Dirigeant’
(see Journal de St. Petersbourg, ete.). Yet the common English translation
which we have kept, agrees with the principal signification of the verb
D PaBHTEABCTBOBATH, which is thus explained in the Dictionary of the
Academy of St. Petersburq: 1.) Umbth mpasHtesscrsennyio Him
BEPXOBHYI0O BJACTH (possess the supreme suthority; 2.) V-
pasaath (administer).—C10B. NEPKOBHO CJAaB. ® pYCCE. A3BIKA

cocr. ii ora. Imm. Axas. Hayks. Cu6. 1847. See, further on, the
quotation of Speranski, p. 50, note 3.
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pointed out ‘that, according to it, the Synod is a mere
organ or instrument by means of which the Tsar governs
the Church. The expressions we made use of, however
strong they may appear, are not of our invention; they
are to be found in the well-known ¢ Course of Jurispru~
dence, according to the programme approved for the in-
struction in the military establishments of Russia,” by
Mich. Mikhailoff.! ¢ Among the rights of the supreme
authority (so says Mikhailoff) the chief place is taken
by the legislative and supreme administrative powers’
(p. 38).2 ¢ As organs (organi) through which the supreme
authority acts, as well in the making of laws as in the admin-
istration of the State, are the SUBORDINATE authorities
and institutions (ustanovlenia) appointed by him’ (p. 21).
¢ The supreme administrative authority acts in the State by
means of special instruments (orudia) or organs (organs),
which are called institutions (ustanovlenia)’ (p. 38).2
Then (pp. 71 et seq.) the same author, in a special
chapter termed, ¢ Of the Highest Institutions: the Council
of State—the Governing Senate—the Most Holy Synod,’
speaks in detail of each of the three: ¢The supreme
authority,’ so he begins, € acts in the administration of the
affairs of the State through the organs appointed by itself,

! Kypcs 3akononbabnis no nporpaunt yreepmaennoit
Al PYKOBOACTBA BB BOCHHO-YYeOHBIXD 3aBepeBiaxn. CmG. 1861.

? Br cocrasb npasp Bepxopmoii Baact nepeoe wmbcro
sanumaers Biacts 3akomoxareasnan u Biacrs Bepxosuaro Yopa-
BlCHIM.

3 Oprasamm 9pess koropsie Bepxosmaa Baacts gbiicreyers
»b TocyxapcrsB xakb BB 3aKOHOAAjeAbcTBB TakK: W B ympa-
BIeHiH CIyRaThb HOATHHEHHBIA BAACTH H YCTaHORIEHif, €i0
YUpexAaeMbig.

Baacts Bepxosnaro Yupasienia pbiicryers »n Tocyzaperss
HIOCPEACTBOMS OCOGCHEBIXH ODYAil, OpranoB®, KOTOphIE Ha3bi-
BAIOTCA YCTaHOBIERiAMA. '

E
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and called institutions (ustanovlenia).’! . . And speaking
of the last of them : ¢ The Most Holy Synod is the Govern-
ing Council of the Russian Church, subject to the domi-
nion of the Sovereign, by means of which the supreme
autocratical authority acts in the administration of the
ecclesiastical affairs concerning the Orthodox Confession.?
And a little further on: ¢ For the conduct of its affairs
the Holy Synod possesses a Chancery of its own, depen-
dent on the Chief Procurator, through whom alone every
proposition of the Holy Synod ascends to the Sovereign
Emperor, and under whose chief direction is placed the
administration of the departments of the ecclesiastical pro-
perty and schools attached to the Synod.

We confine ourselves to the quoted abstracts out of
Mikhailoff’s ¢ Course of Jurisprudence,” confidently re-
ferring our readers to any other of the Russian jurists, as
they all perfectly agree with him in considering the Synod
as he does, that is as a mere State institution, by means
of which the Tsar governs the Church, just as he governs
the Empire by means of the Senate and the Ministries.
¢ The supreme authority,” says the celebrated Speranski,
¢ governs by the institutions appointed by itself; but the
institutions administer the affairs entrusted to them accord-
ing to their rules and statutes.’®

! Boicmis Vcramosienis.—Tocyzapcrsennniii Co-
BBrs. IIpasmresscrsyomiii Cenars. CaarBimid Cy-
B02b.—Biacrs Bepxosnaa »p ynparieninm FocysapcreennbIME
xbaamn gbicreyers upess oprampl Ero ycramopisembis mMen-
yembla YcranoplemiaMH, ete. (p. 71).

* Cparbitmii Canogs ecrs ITpasmreiscrsyomiii Pocciiickoi
nepksr  Co6ops cocroamiit mox» Monapmero Jepmanoi,
mocpejctBoMs koero Bepxosmas Camogepmasmas Biacts gBil-
CTByeTh Bb YnpamieHnin neprosmEMm ABianm IIpasociasmaro
ncnosbjania (p. 88). '

3 Baacre BepxoBHAA HPABHTD (gouverne) yCTaHOBICHIAME
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Moreover, the statements of Russian jurists are but an
echo of the principles fairly and plainly laid down in the
Russian Code of Law. Let us take a glance at them.
It is well known that the colleges established by Peter
(one of which was the Spiritual College, or Most Holy
Synod), were kept up till the year 1802, when Alexander 1.,
notwithstanding the great advantages alleged by Peter
in favour of his administration by means of colleges,
declared, that ¢ For the best management of affairs, he
had thought it proper to entrust every separate depart-
ment of the administration of the State to a separate
Minister chosen by him.”! The only college which was
maintained was the spiritual one, or Holy Synod. See,
now, in what terms the Ministries and the Holy Synod
are defined in the ¢ Alphabetical Register’ of the Russian
Code of Laws, being at the same time a summary of the
whole code of laws. "We put the two definitions in
juxtaposition.

¢ The Ministries are those
State institutions by means
of which the supreme eze-
cutive authority acts in
every department of the
administration.’ 2

¢ The Most Holy Synod
is that State institution by
means of which the supreme
autocratical authority acts
in the administration of the
affairs of the Orthodox Con-

fession.”

€10 yqpeiuennmn; a ycranosiemia ynpariaiorh (adminis-
trent) fluaMe uND BBEDEHHBIME 1O YCTaBaMb HXB H YIpem-
AeHisws, BSperanski: PykoBozcTBO Kb mo3HaHil0 3aK0HOBE, CuO.

1845, art. 140, p. 90.

" 1 Manifesto for the establishment of Ministries in Russia. IloamH.
CoOp. tom. xxvii. Sept. 8, 1802 (20,406), p. 243.

* MmmACTEPCTBA CYTH YCTa-
HOBIEHif  TOCYAADCTBEHHEIA,
NOCPeACTBOMB  KOHXH  Bep-

3 Cearhitmiii Crmoxs ects
YcraHOBAemie  rocyAapcreen-
HOE,  HOCPEACTBOND  KOEro
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Indeed, unless it be proved that in either of the two
definitions the same words do not possess the same iden-
tical meaning as in the other, these definitions alone will
undeniably prove, against all sophistry, that the Tsar is as
much the chief of the Synod as he is the chief of any
civil or political institution appointed for the administra-
tion of the State. The definitions are identical save in
one word. The power which, in reference to the Minis-
tries, is simply called executive, with regard to the Church
is called autocratical, in order, it seems, to remind people
that, according to the explanation of this word which is
alluded to in a note to the first article of the Russian Code
of Laws: ¢ His Majesty is a monarch autocratic, who has
not to give a reason for his actions to anybody on earth,
but has the power and authority, as Christian Sovereign,
to administer his State and country according to his own
will and discretion.”!

Let us conclude what we have been saying concerning
the supreme administrative power of the Tzar, even in

X0BHad HcnolRHTeibmas Bepxosmag Camojepmanman
BAacTh fbiicreyers Ba Bck yacra  Baacth pbiictByers BB ympa-
ynpasienis. CBoa® 3akoH. BIeBiE mepKOBRBIME ABiamm
tom. i. Yap. Mun. cr. 189. I1paBocaaroi Bfpsl. CBOA™.
3axkoH. tom. i. 3aK. OCH. CT. 40,

42, 43.
AivaGurnnii Ykasarean kb Csogy 3akomoss Pocciiickoit
H unepin w3fann oMy B51857 rogy. Cub. 1860, pp. 607 and 1023,
! Ero Beimgectso ecrs Camoszactepid Momapxs, Kotopoid
HEREoMY Ha cBbTh 0 cBoiixs xhuaxs orsbra zath He AoamenD, HO
caay m Baacts Hmbers Csom Tocysapersa m semam, axo Xpme-
rianckiil Tocysaps mo csoeii Boat B Gaaromabnio ynpanaars.
(Yerass Mopcr. Ku. V. r1. 1. cr. 2 104K0B. in the TToan. CoGp.

tom. vi. Jan. 13,1720 (3485), p. 69. See also Ycr. Bomn. apr. 20 104K,
in tom, v. March 30, 1716 (30086), p. 325.
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reference to the Church, by the following article of the
same Code of Laws. ¢ The administrative power belongs
in its entire extent to the Tsar. In the supreme adminis-
tration his power acts immediately ; in matters of inferior
administration a definite degree of authority is entrusted
by him to some officers and persons acting in his name,
and in pursuance of his orders.’!

'We hasten to speak of the legislative power. This point
is of the greatest moment for deciding, we may say, incon-
testably, all possible questions concerning the real and
effectual ruler of the Russian Orthodox Church. ¢ By the
soverciyn power,’ says Blackstone, ¢ is meant the MAKING
oF LAWS; for wherever this pdwer resides, all other

This explanation is given on account, and as a justification, of the pre-
scription contained in the military and naval statutes that ¢ whoever has
become guilty of having uttered injurious words against the person of
His Majesty, despised his acts and intentions (Haubpenie), and judged
them in an unbecoming (nenpncminmu'b) way, should be beheaded,
decause (H60) His Majesty is 8 monarch autocratic, who is not to give a
reason, etc.

To the same explanation there is a reference in the 1st article of the
Russian Code of Laws, which runs as follows :—

¢ The Emperor of all the Russias is a monarch autocratic and unlimited.
God Himself commands that one should obey his supreme suthonty, not
only from fear, but also as a matter of conscience.’

Huneparops Beepocciiickiii ecrs Momapxs Cauogepmnmi

¥ Beorpanudennniii.—IloBanosarsca Bepxosnoil Ero siacra, ne
TOKMO 32 cTpaxs HO H 3a copbers, Cans Bors nosexbsaers.
. 1 Baacts ynpasienia BO BCeM €2 npocTpancTsd npana-
mexnrs Tocyzapio. B ynpamiemim BepxosroMs Biacts Ero
AbiicTByeTh BemocpeACTBEHHO; Bb XFhiaxb ®e ympamiemia mox-
4yuHenHaro onpexbiemnaa crenens Biacth BBbpaerca ors Hero
wbcraus m aunams pbicreyomams Ero mmesems m mo Ero
noserbaito, (CBog® 3ak. ed. 1857, tom. i. Ocn. Toc. 3ax. art. 80,
P- 20, .
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must conform to and be directed by it, whatever in appear-
ance the outward form of government may be.’! ¢ Lecis-
LATURE,’ says another eminent jurist, ¢is the greatest act of
superiority that can be exercised by one being over another.
‘Wherefore it is requisite to the very essence of a law
that it be made by the supreme power. Sovereignty and
legislature are indeed convertible terms: one cannot sub-
sist without the other.’® It would be of no use to make
analogous quotations out of the Russian jurists, as the
matter is suﬁiciently evident of itself.? Let us rather see
what is stated in the Russian Code of Laws concerning
the composition, explanation, and completion of the laws.
Tome I. ¢ Code of the fundamental Laws of the State.’
Article 49. ¢ The first draught of the laws is either made
through personal advertence of the Sovereign and by his
immediate command, or it takes its beginning through the
ordinary proceeding of business. Thisis the case whenever
the governing Senate, the Most Holy Synod, or any of the
Ministries, after discussion on the matter, deem it necessary
either to explain and complete a law already in force, or
to draw up a new prescription. In this case the above-
named authorities must submit their project to the appro-
bation of the Tsar, in the legal way prescribed for them.’
—>50. ¢ All projects of law are examined in the Council
of State: after that they come up for the revision of the
Sovereign ; and in no other way can they attain their in-
tended fulfilment, unless by an act of the autocratic power.’
—51. ¢ No authority or administration whatever in the
State is entitled to make of itself any new law, and no

) The Student’s Blackstone, Commentaries on the Laws of England,
abridged by Robert Malecolm Kerr. Introd. § 1.

* H. J. Stephen’s New Commentaries on the Laws of England (London
1841). Introd. § 2, pp. 27, 28.

s See Speranski, Mikhailoff, Nevolin (DRI HKIONCAiR saxonorhxlsnm),
Dobrowiski (PykoBozcTBo 3aK0ROBEABHIR), ete.
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law whatever can obtain its execution without its being
confirmed by the autocratic power.’!

These articles need no comment. They concern the
Holy Synod as well as the Senate, or any authority what-
ever of the Russian empire. Let us only recollect
Mikhailoff’s words: ¢ As organs (organi) through which
the supreme authority acts, as well in the making of laws
asin the administration of the State, are the SUBORDINATE
authorities and institutions appointed by him,’? one of
which,as we have already demonstrated, is the Synod itself.
Finally, let us not forget what is stated in the ukase of the
25th of January, 1721, for the establishment of the Holy
Synod ¢ ¢ This college must perfect hereafter their < Regu-
lation ” with more rules, such as the different occasions of

! Art. 49. TlepsooGpasnoe mpeiHadepramie 3aKOHOBE CO-
trapiserca HAH 00 ocoGenBoMy Bricovaimemy ycworpbmiio x
BHemocpejcTsenHOMY mopebmin, Him e Apiesmiers Ha4axo
cBoe OTh 00maro redenis yhrs, KorAa mpH pascMorphain oBLIXB
»5 npasaresscreylomens Cenarh mam Cparbimens Cunosh
‘# ¥» Manucrepcrsaxs, npu3nano Gyiersr HeoOXOAHMBING HIH
NOACHHTH W JONOAHHTH ABiACTBYIOMIE 3aKOHB, BAH COCTABETH
HOBOE mocranoiemie. Bw cems caysaB mbera cim moamocars
HpeANnoJomenid HXh YCTAHOBICHHBIMG MNOPAAKOMD BHA Buco-
wafimee Gxaroycuorpbaie.

Art. 50. Bch npegsaueprania 3aK0HOBL pascMaTpHBAIOTCA BB
Tocyzapcreennons Cosbrb, motoms pocxoaars Ba Bricosaiimee
‘yemorpbmie, B Be HHavYe MOCTYDATh Kb DPEHA3HAIEHHOMY
HM cOBEpuIEHil0, Kakb gbiicTBiems Camoaepmannoii Biacru.

Art. 51. Haxaroe whcro mam npasmresscreo Bb Iocysap-
‘creb He MOEeTh caMO C000I0 YCTAHOBHTH HOBArO 3aKOHA, K
HEKaKOH 3aKOHD He MOmers HMBIb cBoero cosepmenia 6ess
yrsepxsenia - Camozepmasmoii Biacra. (CBoip 3akon.

‘Ocaosasie T'ocyzapcreennsie 3akonbl. Pasj. i. pp. 12-18.
s Beo_ above, p. 49. .
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various affairs shall require; dut the Spiritual College
must not do this without Our consent’—nor that the
members of the Holy Synod promise upon oath to conform
themselves besides to the ¢ Spiritual Regulation;’ also
‘to any canons which shall hereafter be decreed by the
suffrage and concurrence of the Synod, and with the con-
sent of His Imperial Majesty.”

We are now eager to speak of the bishops in their
relations to the Synod. In order, however, that not the
slightest prejudice may possess the mind of the reader,
and prevent him from following without misgiving the
course of our argument, we shall here say a few words
respecting those limits which are said to be put by the
ecclesiastical canons to the will of the Tsar, reserving
further remarks on the subject for the second chapter of
this book. First of all, let us remark that there are two
kinds of canons—the dogmatical ones and the disciplinary.
As to the dogmatical canons—that is, those which state
the belief of the Church—they not only are by their own
nature immutable, but they forcibly require the submis-
sion of all that do not wish to be cast out of the Church
whose doctrine they express. In this respect the Tsar is
on a level with the Pope, in whom we do not recognise
any more power to alter the dogmatical canons of the
Catholic Church than the least of the faithful has. The
question is, therefore, reduced to the disciplinary canons,
that is, to the canons concerning the external administra-
tion of the Church.?

! See above (pp. 24 ; 40-1, mote), Further evidencesas to the legislative
power of the Russian Church being fully and exclusively concentrated in the
hands of the Tsar will be found further on, especially when we shall treat
of the oath taken by the bishops at their consecration.

* Wo leave aside further subdivisions of disciplinary eanons, as they
are of no use for the present purpose. Much might also be said as to

the influence of the Tsars on the doctrine of their Church, as will appear by
what we are going to say on the Russian Catechisms. See also pp. 104-106.
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As respects these also, we remark that the disciplinary
canons of the Russian Orthodox Church are, at any rate,
very ancient laws, which existed long before Peter had
made up his mind to establish the Synod. They were
exhibited in the so-called ¢ Kormchaia Kniga * (the pilot-
book, Gr. IIn8dxiov) a book of much importance, showing
by what gross medizval ignorance and by what curious
fables the: Greek schism was fixed and popularised in
Russia.! Since 1839, the Holy Synod, to suit, perhaps,
the wishes of German and other writers, that such
absurdities should not be reprinted any more, publishes
only that part of the ¢ Kormchaia Kniga ’ which contains
the canons of the Apostles, the Councils, and the Fathers
of the Church, under the title of ¢Kniga pravil, or
“ Book of the Canons.” These canons, as the reader may
be convinced by an inspection of them either in the
Russian translation or in the original Greek,? are far from

! An accurate and very learned account of the RopMyans Kmura
was given by the celebrated Kopitar in the Jakrbiicher der Literatur
(Wien, 1823), tom. xxiii. pp. 220-274. Kopitar concludes his account by
the following words: *Moge diese Kormchaia endlich gar nicht mehr
gedruckt, sondern iiber einer ganz andern, gugleich der alten, erleuchteten
griechischen Kirche und des Jahrhundertes der heiligen Allianz wiirdigen,
vergessen werden!’ Instances of the curiosities of this book are to be found
also in Schlosser’'s Die morgenlindische orthodoxe Kirche Russlands und
das europiische Abendland (Heidelberg, 1845), p. 92 et seq.

A complete essay on that book was published in 1829 by Rozenkamf.
OGo3phaie ropuielr Kaura. Moscow, 1829, 8vo.— The British Museum
(33586, c.) possesses the edition of the Kormchaia of 1816, that examined by
Kopitar, in the volume of the Jakrbiicher der Literatur which has been quoted.

3 The following are the principal canons admitted both in the Greek and
in the Russian Orthodox Church. Theyare to be found, with others of less
authority or of less importance, in the Kopmwaa Kmmra; and,
since 1839, are published in the Kaura npasnis CB. Anoc-
o108 CBaTsixs Co6opoBs BceaéncKAXD R nomber-
BeIXh B CB, OTeB®s., For the reader’s convenience we have added
Teferences to the Greek IMn3dA oy Tiis vonriis ¥yds Tiis puds &ylas xaborixdis
xal &xoarohkijs v SpBoBofuw "ExxAnaias firoi Ewarres oi iepol xal Oelos xdvoves,
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favouring a Church reformation like that of Peter the
Great. Yet the Russian autocrat was too powerful to
refrain, on that account, from carrying out his projects.

etc. edit. of Zante, 1864, and to Beveridge’s 2vré3ixov, sive Pandecte Cano-
num, etc. Gr. et Lat. Oxonii. 1672. Folio.

85 canons of the Apostles. Explanation of Aristenus, with various
readings.—Beveridge's Zvré3ixo, pp. 1-57; MIn3dAor, pp. 1-122.

17 canons of the Apostle St. Paul.—Bev. ii. at the end of the first part,
Cec. 3—Da.

17 canons of the Apostles Peter and Paul.—Bev. ibid.

Two canons of all the Apostles together.—Bev. ibid.

20 canons of the first (Ecumenical Council of Nicea. Aristenus’ text
and explunation.—Bev. i. 58—84 ; TIn3dAior, 123-152.

25 canons of the Council of Ancyra. Zonaras' preface (Bev. i. 375).
Aristenus’ text and explanation.—Bev. i. 376-401; Nn3dA. 371-385.

15 canons of the Council of Neocwsarea. Zonaras’ and Balsamon’s
preface (Bev. i. 402). Aristenus’ text and explanation.—Bev. i. 402-414;
Tin3. 385-395.

20 canons of the Council of Gangra, out of Zonaras and Aristenus.—
Bev. i. 416-428 ; TInd. (21 canons) 396—405.

25 canons of the Council of Antioch.—Bev. i. 429-453; TIn3. 405-419.

58 canons of the Council of Laodicea.—Bev. i. 463-481; Ix3. (60
canons) 420-442.

8 canons of the second (Ecumenical Council of Constantinople. — Bev.
i. 86-98; TIn3. (7 canons) 1563-1665.

8 canons of the third (Ecumenical Council of Ephesus. Preface
(Bev. i. 99). [Epistle of the Fathers to all the faithful (Harduini,
Collect. Cone. i. 1622). Aristenus’ text and explanation.—Bev. i. 99-110;
Tin3. 166-179.

30 canons of the fourth (Ecumenical Council of Chalcedon. Preface
and Aristenus’ explanation.—Bev. i. 111-150; TI»3. 180-211.

21 canons of the Council of Sardica. Preface out of Zonaras and
‘Balsamon. Aristenus’ text and explanation.—Bev. i. 482-508 ; Iin3. (20
canons) 443-461.

138 canons of the Council of Carthage.—Bev. i. 509-680; In3. (141
canons) 462-542.

1 canon of the Council held in Constantinople on account of Agapius
and Gabadius contending for the Bishopric of Bosra.—Bev. i. 678; Tinb.
(2 canons) p. 461, 462.

An account of the fifth (Ecumenical Council.—Iin3. 211-212.

102 canons of the (quini-sext) Council of Constantinople (held in Trullo).
~—Bev. i. 1562-283 ; 073, 213-3183,
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He acted with respect to the ecclesiastical canons in the
same way in which a conqueror acts with respect to the
laws of the country he has just brought under his power.
The Russian autocrat looked over all the ecclesiastical
laws of his country; some of them—those which might

22 canons of the seventh (Ecumenmical Council, second of Nicma.
Aristenus’ text and explanation.—Bev. i. 284-330 ; In3. 314-342.

17 canons of the first and second Councils held in Constantinople in
the Church of the Apostles. Zonaras’ preface, Aristenus’ text and explana-
tion.—Bev. i. 331-359 ; Iin3. 343-361.

3 canons of the Council held in St. Sophia’s Church in Constantinople.
Aristenus.—Bev. i. 360-364 ; In3. 361-366.

91 canons, out of St. Basilius’ epistle to Amphilochius. Aristenus’
text and explanation.—Bev. ii. p. i. 47-146 ; Tin3. (92 canons), 586-649.

26 canons of St. Basilius, ‘De titulo et tempore peccatorum.— Bev. ii.
Append. to the first part, Dd. verso.

Of the same St. Basilius’ ¢ De locis eorum qui puniuntur.’—Bev. tbid.
Dd. 2.

8t. Basilius’ ¢ De divina gratia et sacra communione’ (Bev. ibid. Ee. verso
and recto). * De iis qui peenas contemnunt.’—Ibid. Ee. verso.

8t. Basilius’ ¢ Epistle to Gregory the Theologian, on the monastical life.’
—Bas. ep. ii. ed. Garn.

St. Dionysius’ (Archbishop.of Alexandria) ¢ De tempore quo in magno
Sabbato jejunium solvere oporteat, and ‘De iis qui cum excommunicati
fuerint, et pro metu mortis ad communionem admissi, postea eonvnlescnnt.—
Bev. ii. Append. to part i. Bb. 2, recto and verso. :

St. Peter’s (of Alexandria) 14 canons, on those who had fallen during
the persecution. — Bev. $bid. Bb. 2. verso; In3. (16 canons far more
extensive), 562—-675.

St. Gregory the Thaumaturge’s (Bishop of Neocwesarea) 13 canons,
¢ De iis qui in barbarorum incursione fuerint.'—Bev. tbid. Bb. 3; In3. (12
canons more extensive), 561-562.

8t. Athanasius’ (Archbishop of Alexandria) epistle, * De somniantibus ad
Ammum monachum’ (Bev. idid. Bb. 8. verso), * ad Rufianum’ (Ruffinianum)
Bev. thid. Cec. 3, verso, and *Libri veteris testamenti sunt, etc.—Bev.
ébid. Bb. 4 ; Tin3. 575 et seq.

St. Gregory the Theologian’s ¢ Ex versibus—de iisdem—Prima Genesis,’
ste.—Bev. #bid.; Tin3. 662-664.

8t. Amphilochius on the same subject.—Bev. ibid. Bb. 4, verso; Iind.
664, 665.

8t. Gregory’s, of Nyssa, ¢ Ad Letoium Moelitenes Episcopum epistola,’ (8
canons).—Bev. ibid. Cc. ; Tnd. 649-662.
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put him to trouble—were abrogated by the mere enforce-
ment of the ¢ Spiritual Regulation,” as the paramount
law of the Orthodox Church of Russia; those which
could do him no harm whatever he left in force, and even
prescribed with severity their execution. Hence it is that
the collection of canons of the Russian Orthodox Church,
modified by the ¢ Spiritual Regulation,’ by the subsequent
ukases of the Tsars, and by the practical interpretations
of the Holy Synod,? may in its entirety be safely recom-

Timotheus’ (Archbishop of Alexandria) 15 canons.—Bev. ibid. Ce. verso;
Tin3. (18 canons) 6656-676.

Theophilug’ (Archbishop of Alexandria) 14 canons.—Bev. tbid. Cc. 2;
IIn3. 676-686.

St. Cyrillus® (Archbishop of Alexandria) 7 canons out of his letters:
¢ Ad Domnum,’ ‘Episcopis qui sunt in Lybia et Pentapoli, ‘ Ad Maximum
Diaconum,’ then ¢ Ad Gennadium Ceenobii prefectum.'—Bev. sbid. Ce. 2.
verso; TInd. (5 canons) 686-692.

St. Cyrillus’, ‘De fide orthodoxa contra Nestorium, capita xii.—Bev.
sbid. Dd. 2. .

" Out of the epistles of the holy Fathers, against simony. St. Basilius’ ¢ Ad
Episcopos sibi subjectos ne propter pecunias ordinent’ (Bev. ii. 145). St.
Gennadius’ epistle on the same subject (Bev. ii. 181; TIn3. 692-697), etc.

See also these canons in Card. J. B. Pitra’s work: ‘Juris ecclesiastici
Grecorum historia et monumenta, jussu Pii IX. Pont. Max.’ etc. Roms,
1864-1868. 2 vols. 4to.

1 It was, we suppose, some feeling of the disagreement existing between
the ecclesiastical cunons and the Spiritual Regulation, which caused Mgr.
Filaret, Arch. of Tchernigoff, to express himself as follows : * The Spiritual
Regulation, drawn up by Theophane Prokopovich, revised by a Council (th«t
mentioned in the document sent to Voltaire), and confirmed by the Tsar, as
an application of the ancient ecclesiastical canons to the condition of the
Russian Church (%aKb IpEMbAenie ApeBREXD NePKOBABIXD mpa-
BHID Kb COCTOAHIIO pYcckoi NEpPKBH ), became the law of the Church’
(Hcr. pyce. Ilepk. mep. V. § 3, p. 5). A mere application (upuMB-
HeBie) of the ecclesiastical canons to the condition of the Russiun Church
needed not a Council, far less the confirmation of an Orthodox Tsar.

2 The Complete Collection of the Lgws of the Russian Empire contains a
nominal ukuse of the Empress Elizabeth to the Synod, reminding them
that in matters of marriage they must not follow their own particular views,
but have their decisions snpported by the authority of the Holy Scripture.—
IToau. CoGp. tom. xiii. 20th Sept., 1762 (10,028), p. 705, .



¢u.L)  Divorce of Grand-Duke Constantine. 61

mended to kings jealous of the influence of the Church,
as one which does not lay any effectual restraint upon the

As an instance, moreover, of the influence exercised by the Tsar upon the
interpretation of the ecclesiastical canons, we shall quote the decision of
the Holy Synod concerning the marriage of the Grand-Duke Constantine
Paulovich, brotherof Alexander I. The Grand-Duke had been married since
the 26th of February, 1796, to the Grand-Duchess Anna Feodorovna, Princess
of Saxe-Cobourg-Saalfeld. After many years he became desirous to have
his marriage dissolved, which desire having been complied with, he mar-
ried the young Polish Countess Jeanne Grudzinska, afterwards Princess of
Lowicz.

The dissolution of the Grand-Duke’s first marrisge was announced to the
people all over Russia in the following Manifesto of the Tsar, March 20,
(April 2), 1820:— .

‘*We make known to all our faithful subjects as follows: Our beloved
brother, Cesarevich and Grand-Duke Constantine Paulovich addressed a
petition to our most beloved mother, the Empress Muria Feodorovna, and
to us, calling our attention to the domestic situation caused by the pro-
longed absence of his wife, the Grand-Duchess Anna Feodorovna, who
baving since the year 1801 gone abroad because of her health being utterly
broken (mO KpaitHE pacTpoemHOMY cocroamiio Ea 3goposma),
not only did not afterwards return to him, but will never more be able to
return, as she herself has personally declared; and consequently, he (the
Grand-Duke) has asked that his marriage with her should be dissolved.
Having received such his petition, we, with the consent of our most be-
Joved mother, laid the affair before the examination of the Holy Synod,
which, after comparing its circumstances with the prescriptions of the
Church, on the precise ground of the 35th of St. Basilius the Great
(o camyeniH OGCTOATEACTHE OHAT0 Chb LEPKOBHBIMH Y3aKOHE-

HifiMH, Ha TOYHOMS OCHOBaRiH 35 mpasmia Bacmins Beimkaro),
has declured, “The marriage of the Grand-Duke Cesarevich Constantine
Paulovich with the Grand-Duchess Anna Feodorovna is dissolved, and he
is allowed to contract another marriage, if he so please.” Taking all these
circumstances into consideration, we have decided that it would be fruitless
to make any attempt to keep within the circle of our imperial family a couple
united by a bond which for nineteen years has been broken, and which
there is no- hope of restoring in fature; consequently, making known, on
the precise ground of the ecclesiastical prescriptions, our consent that the
above declaration of the Holy Synod be carried into effect, we order
that the same declaration shall have its purport carried into execu-
tion'—ITosm, Co6p. 3ak. i. ser. tom. xxxvii, (28,208) March 20,
1820, p. 129.
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encroachments of the civil power on ecclesiastical matters.
This will, moreover, evidently appear from what we shall
quote from the Russian catechisms with respect to the
theory concerning the power of the Tsar in ecclesiastical
matters.

We now proceed to speak of the bishops in their rela-
tions to the Synod. To the Synod also—to that authority
which, according to the expressions of the Russian jurists,
is a mere organ (organ) or instrument (orudie) in the hand
of the Tzar—to that State institution (gosudarstvennve
ustanovlenie) by means of which, so says the Russian

Now the canon which is alluded to in the Synod’s decision runs in the
Kopuqaa Kanra (ed. 1816) as follows:—

¢ If a wife quits her husband without reason, she is liable to be punished ;
as to him who had to endure the dereliction, he will not be s0.’ Ame
0e3p BHOBI OCTABHTL MKEHA MYXa CBO€ro, Ta }60 NOBHHHA
ecrtb; Oub me mperepnbss He mosmmens ecth. (Kopmy, Em.

p. p£e Ha 06.)

‘Which canon is thus explained in the Kopuqaa Kanra (by Aristenus):—

¢The wife who quits her husband, and, without reason, absents herself
from him, will be separated from the Church (excommunicated) (B’B 3a-
npemenin 6yze1'5), and the more so if she has been with another man,
for in that case she will be judged as un adulteress. As to the husband
abandoned by her, he deserves pardom, and therefore, if he has taken an-
other wife, he will not be excommunicated.” (MYy&Db e OCTaBICHBBIH
OTh Hed, NpOMERiA AOCTOHHD ecTb, H CEro pajH ame HHEYIO
meny noiimers Gessanpemenif ecrb.—2bid.) See also MeddAior, ed.
Zante, 1864, pp. 612,613, Beveridge. Zuvvédixor seu Pandecte, ete. Oxonii,
1872, ii. p. 94.) :

Certainly, no amount either of benevolent feeling towards the Holy.
Synod, or of Christian indulgence for an erroneous interpretation, will allow
the reader to believe that the Synod did not in its decision yield to any
influence whatever from the Russian autocrat. A writer, whose sympathy
for Russia, together with his highly praiseworthy aversion for any exaggera--
tion, are equally known, speaking of that dissolution of the Grand-Duke's
marriage, says, ‘ En matidre ecclésiastique, comme en toute autre, la volontd
de I'autocrate ne rencontre pas d’obstacle, le Saint Synode n'y résiste pas
plus que les autres grands corps de I'fitat’—Schnitzler, Histoire intime de la
Russis sous les empereurs Alecandre et Nicolas. (Paris, 1847), tom. i. p. 156.



Cm.1] Of Complaints against Bishops. 63

Code of Laws, the supreme authority acts in the ad-
ministration of the Church—to that so-called Council in
which, by the mere arbitrary will of a Russian Tsar,
simple priests are on a level with bishops,'—the members
of which are appointed, maintained in power, or dismissed
by the mere arbitrary will of the Tsar, and which in no
way represents the Russian Orthodox Church—to that
College, the tenth of Peter’s colleges, adapted to the de-
partment of Russia’s spiritual affairs, just as the others
had been adapted to the departments of Russia’s com-
merce, revenue, &c.—to the Synod of St. Petersburg
are immediately subject all the bishops throughout
Russia. ¢Be it known,’ it is said in the ¢ Spiritual
Regulation,’—¢ be it known to every bishop, what degree
soever he is of, whether bishop, archbishop, or metro-
politan, that he is subordinate to the Spiritual College
as to the supreme power, being obliged to obey its orders,
to submit to its judgment, and acquiesce in its decrees.
And, therefore, if he has a quarrel with another bishop
his brother, who has injured him, he must not avenge

! ¢Si dans la hiérarchie ecclésiastique, il n’y a pas d’ordre plus élevé que
celui de 'evéque; si les évéques sont tous également successeurs des Apbtres,
et que, comme les Apdtres avaient tous recu du Seigneur et possédé le méme
honneur et Je méme pouvoir, ainsi leurs successeurs ont une égale dignité,
qu'ils résident 3 Rome, 4 Constantinople, & Alexandrie, ou autre part, sl s'en-
suit évidemment quune réunion dévéques peut seule awvoir autorité sur un
évéque.

¢ On voit, sans qu’il soit nécessaire d’en fournir des exemples, que le droit
de siéger aux Conciles, soit ecuméniques, soit provinciaux, et le droit d'y
décider les affuires ecclésiastiques, n'appartiennent gqu'aur évéques, comme
chefs des Eglises particulidres, et que les prétres, qui dépendent en tout de
leurs archipasteurs locaux, ne peuvent 8tre admis aux Conciles qu'avec letr
assentiment, et cela seulement comme leurs conseillers, aides, ou fondés de
pouvoir, et n'y peuvent tenir que les secondes places’—Mucaire’s Théologie
dogmat. orthodoze, trad. par un Russe, tom. ii. § 176. Centre de Uautorité
ecclésiastique, pp. 268, 270.

This was written in Russia, by a Russian prelate, and from the Orthodox
point of view !
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himself, neither by reproaches, nor by a publication of
the injury, how true soever, or by engaging great and
powerful persons, either spiritual or temporal, to chide and
reprove him, least of all shall he presume to excommunicate
the bishop his adversary, but represent the damage he has
sustained in an indictment against him to the Spiritual
College, and there sue for justice’ (part ii. ¢ Of the
Bishops,’ ¢ Of the Visitation,’ § 13, Consett, p. 58). Before
the Synod are equally allowed the clergy and faithful, all
over Russia, to bring their complaints against their bishop.
¢ Consequently,’ so continues the ¢ Spiritual Regulation,’
¢ every archimandrite, hegoumen, steward, parish priest,
also deacons and the inferior clergy, are free to sue their
bishop in the Spiritual College, if they have suffered any
great injustice by him. And if a man is not satisfied with
the judgment of his bishop, he is at liberty to make an
appeal, ie. to refer the affair to the judgment of the
Spiritual College; and a bishop is obliged to allow this
privilege to all such petitioners and inquisitors against
himself, and not to restrain or threaten them, nor, when
they are gone to the Spiritual College, seal up or gut
their houses.’!

In this abstract of the ¢ Spiritual Regulation’ it is
said that the Bishops are subject to the Holy Synod as to
the ¢supreme power.’ Alas! the Synod is indeed the
supreme power to be appealed to whenever bishops
are striving to obtain justice and the settlement of their
disputes, the Tsar thus not taking the trouble of receiving
their appeals; but it is far from being supreme whenever
it is a question of submission to the will of the Tsar.
The obedience the Russian bishops are bound to show to

! Spir. Reg. § 14, Cons. p. 59. Seo also Spir. Reg. part iii. § 8, p. 107.
Tloan. Co6p. 3ak. tom. vi. Ayx. Pera. (3718) pp. 320330, §§ 13, 14,
and p. 844, § 8.
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the Synod, though of prodigious extent, yet has a limit
prescribed to it; it is when the Synod’s prescriptions
possibly might not agree with the will of the Tsar.
‘However improbable such a case might be, it could not
fail to be contemplated ; and so it has been. The docu-
ment which affords this new evidence of the slavery of
the Russian Orthodox Church is the formula of the oath
taken by the Russian bishops before their consecration;
what we shall quote from it will at once confirm all that we
have hitherto advanced. The whole rite now followed on
the election and consecration of the bishops of Russia, is
detailed in a special book, which first appeared in St.
Petersburg in the year 1725,! and has since been inva-
riably reprinted without modifications. Though unsuc-
cessful in getting the Slavonic original of that book, we
have been so fortunate as to meet with three different
translations of it—one Latin, another German, and the
third English. The Latin translation is to be found
in Haigold’s already quoted ¢ Beilagen zum neuverin-
derten Russland,” Riga, 1769-70 (tom i. p. 97), and
bears the title of ¢ Ritus circa electionem et inaugura-
tionem Episcoporum et Archiepiscoporum in Russia
observari soliti. Secundum exemplar an. 1725 Petropoli
typis expressum latine convertit Cyriacus Kondratowicz
Academi Scientiarum Interpres.” A German translation
was given very recently by Rajewski, chaplain to
the Russian Embassy in Vienna, in his ¢ Euchologion
der orthodoxen katholischen Kirche’ (Wien, 1861.
II. Theil). Finally, the English translation is to be
found in King’s work, ¢ The Rites and Ceremonies of the
Greek Church in Russia’ (p. 289 et seq.). From this we
quote the following abstracts out of the formula of the
oath taken by the Bishops:—*I do promise . . to yield
true obedience all the days of my life to the Holy Legisla-

! Yggs w3bpamin B pykomoiomenia Apxiepeiickaro, Cu6. 1725,
F



66 The Pope of Rome and the Popes, etc. [Cn. L

tive (?) Synod of all the Russias, as instituted by the pious
EmperorPeter the Great,of immortal memory,and confirmed
by command of her ! present Imperial Majesty*(p.295).. .’
¢ To comprehend all in a few words, I do hereby bind my-
_ self, and hold myself bound by this promise, that I will
faithfully observe and do all things commanded by the laws
of the Most Holy Legislative (?) Synod of all the Russias,
and which are written in the diploma of the Synod; .
which will be given me concerning the ministry committed
unto me. I will also obey all other rules and statutes
which shall hereafter be made by the authority of the
Holy Synod, agreeably to the will of Her Imperial Majesty,
and 1 will willingly exert my utmost diligence to execute
whatever I am commanded with all obedience, always re-
garding truth and justice alone’2 (p. 298) . . ¢ Ialso swear
by the all-seeing God, that I do not understand these
promises in my mind in any other sense than that in which
I pronounce them with my mouth, and in the sense these
words are written, and import to all who read them and
hear them’ (p. 299). Accordingly, whilst swearing
obedience to the prescriptions of the Holy Synod, the
Russian bishops mention the reason why they do so—in
other words, the motive of their obedience. They obey
the Synod as the legitimate* authority appointed by Peter

? Catherine I. who was then Empress of Russia. We need hardly
remark that whatever we state of the authority of the Tsar over the
Russian Church, ought also to be applied to any woman who happens to be
Empress of Russia.

% ¢ Promitto...omnibus diebus vite mes obediendo morem gesturum semper
Sanctee dirigenti totius Russie Synodo, uti legitime potestati, a pie defuncto
et getorna memoria digno PETRO M. constitut, et a feliciter imperante
Imperatoria Majestate cum bono jussu confirmate.’—Haigold, i. p. 107.

3 ¢ Obediam quoque reliquis mandatis et statutis, que deinceps adstipula-
tione illius Sanctissimee Synodi ad lubitum Imperatoria Mgjestatis cousti-
tuentur.'— Haigold, p. 114.

* The word legitimate, omitted by King, stands in the Latin, (see note 2
here above), and in the German, ‘als der gesetzmiissigen Gewalt’—
Rgjewski, ii. p. 91.
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the Great,and confirmed by the present Sovereign of Russia.
Consequently, far from deriving the legitimacy of the Holy
Synod from its recognition by the Oriental Patriarchs,
not only is suth a recognition not even alluded to, but it
is rather positively hinted that, in case the Sovereign of
Russia for the time being should refuse to give the Synod
his (or her) confirmation, they would not consider them-
selves bound by the oath of obedience they are just about
to pronounce. Moreover, the obedience they promise to
the Synod’s prescriptions is on the condition that these
should be agreeable to the will of his (or her) Imperial
Majesty. Ought we, after this, to be taxed with exaggera- .
tion if we state that, by the very words of their oath, the
Russian bishops are compelled to acknowledge the Sove-
reign as the source of the Synod’s ecclesiastical jurisdiction,
and his (or her) will as the test, both of the legitimacy of
the Synod and of the moral obligation of its prescriptions ?
Let us now examine what we have deservedly termed
the prodigious extent of the Russian bishops’ submission
to the Synod. Every Russian bishop has, very naturally,
his own court or tribunal for the current business and
administration of his particular eparchie, or diocese.
Such tribunals are known under the name of ¢ Ecclesias-
tical Consistories, and their attributions are carefully
defined in the so-called ¢ Statute of the Ecclesiastical Con-
sistories ’ ( Ustav Duchovnych Konsistorii) of March 27th,
1841, which, together with the ¢ Book of the Canons,’
(Kniga pravil. See above, p. 57), and the ¢ Spiritual
Regulation,” (Duchovnyi Reglament) forms the ¢ Corpus
juris canonici’ of the Russian Orthodox Church.! As

! ¢ Hcrounmkamm jia nosmamia BeIEB ghiicrBylomBxs »1b
Poccin nepropmbIXs 3aKOHOBH ciy®arh 1) Rmamra mpasmrs . .
2) Ayxosrviid Persawents . . . 3) Verass Jyxosamxs Konca-
cropili, 1841 roga’ (Mikhailoff, op. cit. p. 37.

F2
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the first three articles of the ¢ Ustav Duchovnych Kon-
sistorii’ clearly exhibit the mechanism of the Russian
Orthodox Church’s administration, we quote them here :—
1. TheEcclesiastical Consistory is the tribunal by which are
carried on, under the immediate presidency of the bishop of
the eparchie (dincese), the administration and ecclesiastical
jurisdiction in every special portion of the Russian Ortho-
dox Church, called an Eparchie. 2. The Consistory, to-
gether with the bishop of the eparchie, are under the juris-
diction of the Holy Synod, as the governing Council(pravitel-
stvuiustchii Sobor) of the Russian Church. From the Synod
alone they receive decrees; and besides the Synod and the
bishop of the eparchie, there exists no other tribunal or
authority entitled directly to meddle with the affairs of the
eparchie, or to stop any decisions or arrangements apper-
taining to the sphere of action of the ecclesiastical jurisdic-
tion. 3. Since, according to the 35th canon of the Apostles,
the jurisdiction of every bishop is not extended beyond
the limits of the eparchie entrusted to him, the jurisdic-
tion of the Consistory must equally be confined within
the same limits.’?

Now, from the same ¢ Ustav’ are quoted the following
prescriptions concerning the Russian bishops’ relations to
the Synod.—The members composing the Consistory are
presented by the bishop, but confirmed by the Synod,
and they are equally dismissed in the same way (Art.
282). They cannot be absent for more than twenty-eight
days without the permission of the Synod (Art. 285). In
case of special emergency, the Synod is empowered to
appoint, besides the permanent, a temporary Consistory,
by the addition of three or four new members (281).
The right of appeal from the tribunal of the bishop to

! Tloan. CoSp. 2nd series, tom. xvi. Llapcrsos. Hurkosas i.

March 27, 1841 (14,409). Bsicosaiime yTsepmAenmbli Ycrasnp
Avxosusixs KoucHcropii, pp. 221-222.
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that of the Synod is stated in several articles (177, 181,
185). The strictest control is constantly exercised by
the Synod, through the Consistory, in what concerns the
administration of ecclesiastical property (348-349).
Moreover, to the Consistory is reserved the faculty of
interfering in the administration of the Episcopal house,
in the way stated in Article 112, where are equally indi-
cated the cases in which they are bound to inform the
Synod. Special reports are also to be sent to the Synod,
concerning the property and administration of the
Churches (145, 38 note), and monasteries (129, 131, 132,
38 note). Without the permission of the Holy Synod, the
bishop is not allowed to build any new church or chapel,
either in the towns (46), or in the cemeteries belonging to
the towns (46), or in the monasteries (48), or, finally, in
private houses (49). As to the latter, if they are to be
. built in the two capitals of St. Petersburg and Moscow,
His Majesty’s permission is required (49). The Synod’s
permission is equally required for building oratories (47)
and ordering the suppression of parish churches (61).
Without the Synod’s permission, no one is allowed to take
the religious vows (81). Without the same permission
no one, having been brought up in ecclesiastical academies
or seminaries, is permitted to quit the ecclesiastical state
(92). The same rule prevails with regard to any enrolled
among the secular or regular clergy, who desire to enter
into the secular state (91), or who are condemned to be
deprived of the ecclesiastical dignity (181). No bishop
is allowed to go to St. Petersburg without the Sy-
nod’s consent, and a passport delivered by the Synod
(88). The bishop ought to inform the Synod if any doc-
trine is being disseminated contrary to the teaching of the
Orthodox Church (7); if any superstition is being prac-
tised or spread among the people (19); if Orthodox
Russians attach themselves to any sect of the Raskol (21,
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24).! In the last case, besides informing the Synod, the
bishop must proceed against them according to the laws,
by means of the civil authorities (21, 24). The same
rule prevails in case of anybody greatly disturbing the
divine service in the churches (36). Considerable abuses
in the sale of wax tapers are equally to be referred to
the Synod (147).

As to marriages, if any sentence is passed by the
Consistory annulling a marriage, because of its being
contracted by force or fraud, such sentence must be con«
firmed by the Holy Synod (218). This is equally the
case for marriages declared illegitimate, because contracted
by persons within the prohibited degrees of consanguinity
and affinity, or of spiritual affinity (220-1). To the
Synod must be referred the case of a marriage contracted
during the life of the consort (223), and its confirmation
is required for every sentence of dissolution, in conse-
quence of the demand of the consorts (238, 259), as well
as for the faculty of contracting a new marriage, in case

! By that collective name (PacKkoXb, schisme) are designated the
numerous sects of Dissenters in the very bosom of the Russian Orthodox
Church. The origin of the Russian sects dates from the correction of the
liturgical books by the great patriarch Nicon (1660).. Ignorant people
believed that this correction was an attempt to alter the doctrine of their
Church. At the present day, in spite of two centuries of persecutions
such a8 can hardly be found elsewhere, the Russian Raskolniks are in
number about nine millions, and the Russian Government has already entered
on the path of concessions to them. A collection of official documents
concerning the Raskol was published in London by V. Kelsieff, under the
title of COOPEEKE DpaBHTedbCTBEHHBIXD cBbaeniit o Packoasnm-
Kaxs, cocrapienmblié B. KeiancieBbiMB, 1860-62. See also ‘Le
Raskol ; essai historique et critique sur les sectes religienses en Russie’ by
a Russian (Paris and Strasburg, 1859).— Schedo Ferroti, Ktudes sur
T Avenir do la Russie. La Tolérance et le Schisme religieuz (Berlin, 1858).—
Eckardt, Modsrn Russia (London, 1870), &e.

On the Russian Dissenters greatly depends the future of the Russian
Orthodox Chureh.
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of the consort’s disappearance, after the term of five years
(237).!

Every bishop is bound, moreover, to send to the Synod
full reports as to the state of the eparchie, under severe
penalties in case he should dare to conceal any great
disorder whatever (Spir. Reg. ¢ Of the Bishops,’ Consett,
P. 99). Special reports are to be made every year to the
Synod, concerning the schools (14), the number of con-
fessions and communions (16), the number of converts
from the raskol (22 note) or other Christian societies (25),
and from Judaism, Mahometanism, or Paganism (31);
the furniture of the churches (38); the students who,
having finished their course of studiesin any ecclesiastical

“institution, are still without employment (78). An accu-
rate description of the state of the clergy, both secular
and regular is also required (96), besides a special report
concerning the superiors of monasteries and the chief
dignitaries of the secular clergy of the eparchie (97).
The bishop is equally to inform the Synod of those, among
his clergy, whom he deems worthy of any of the rewards
or decorations appointed by the Government for ecclesias-
tical persons ('98). A special account is to be sent three
times every year to the Synod, concerning the donations
exceeding 100 roubles which happen to be made to the
churches or the clergy (142). The amount of money
collected every year in the churches is equally to be
made known to the Synod (146). In case the sum
allowed by the Government for buildings of ecclesiastical
purposes exceed what is really required, the excess ought
to be returned to the Government, and not employed in

! The faculty of contracting a new marriage, even during the life of the
consort, is granted, according to the Russian legislation, 1, in case of
adultery on the part of the consort; 2, in case of the consort having been
condemned to the privation of all civil rights (civil death); 3, in case of
disappearance, if after five years no uews can be obtained of him.
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any use whatever without the consent of the Holy Synod
(156). Every year the bishop is also to send to the
Synod a report of the number of births, marriages, and
deaths (109).

Finally,. . . € As to the course of business’ (so reads
the 343rd article), ‘the bishops ought to send to the Most
Holy Synod the following reports—1. Every month : (a)—
of His Majesty’s orders which have not yet been executed ;
(B) of the decrees received from the Holy Synod ;! (v) of
those of these last which have not yet been put into exe-
cution. 2. Every year: of the affairs not yet resolved in
the Consistory, or still waiting their execution through
the Chancery, with special personal remarks.’ 2

Such are the principal regulations concerning the
Russian bishops’ dependence on the Synod. In looking
at them one cannot help thinking of the Catholic
bishops’ dependence on the Pope, and a comparison
forcibly occurs to the mind as to the legitimacy and
extent of the Synod’s jurisdiction over its bishops and
of the Pope’s jurisdiction over the Catholic bishops of the
whole world. "Whilst a Catholic bishop, in the ordinary
daily emergencies of the administration of his diocese,
has scarcely occasion even to perceive the existence of
that authority which yet ke believes entrusted by God
with the power of full and ordinary jurisdiction over the

! Two kinds of orders are here mentioned as notified to the Bishops in
the course of the year. Some of them are directly issued by the Tsar, -
whilst others are communicated to the bishops in the form of Sysodical
decrees. The TIoam. Coﬁp. 3ak. offers many instances of that double
kind of orders, just as in civil matters it offers instances of ukases directly
emanating from the Tsar, and others issued in the form of decrees of the
Senate.

‘We need hardly remind our readers that no law whatever may be issued
in Russia, either by the Senate or by the Synod, without the previous

consent of the Tuar,—See what we have said above of the legislative power
in the Russian Church, pp. 63-56.

3 IToan. CoGp. 3ak. 2nd series, tom. xvi. Yer. Jyx. Komc. p. 260.



Cu. L] The Secretary of the Consistories. (t]

whole Catholic Church, a Russian bishop, who professes
to believe himself to be, not abusively but in all points
and properly, CHIEF and HEAD of hkis particular Church,!
meets at every step with the interference of the Synod,
whose minute and vexatious control is exercised to such
an extent that we can hardly conceive how the Russian
bishops can even be termed ¢ CHIEFS and HEADS in the
Church.’

Yet the just quoted prescriptions are far from repre-
senting in its real extent the enslavement of the Russian
bishops. In order to appreciate it according to the truth
we must pay attention to the office and attributions of a
LAYMAN constantly attached to the Consistory or court of
every Bishop, and called Secretary of the Ecclesiastical Con-
sistory. The Secretary of the Consistory is appointed on
the presentation of the Holy Synod by its Chief Pro-
curator (another layman).  (Ust. Duch. Kons. art. 287).
Under the presidency of the Secretary is the Chancery for
expediting the affairs of the Consistory according to
the prescriptions of the Government (286). Like the
bishop of the eparchie, the Secretary is placed under the
immediate jurisdiction of the Chief Procurator of the Holy
Synod, and is bound to execute all his orders (288).
Upon the Secretary rests, beside the immediate inspection
of the Chancery in every department, the responsibility as
to the legality of procedure in the conduct of affairs (299).
" In the sittings of the Consistory, the business is brought
before it either immediately through the Secretary, or
through another official, under his direction (310). In
case a decision be taken which he deems contrary to the
laws, it is his office to remind the Consistory of the law
which is transgressed (318), and if his remarks are
not listened to, he is to mention the fact both in the

V Dosithei Confessio. Decr. x. See above, p. 11,
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journal and protocol of the Consistory, and, further, to
present to the Bishop a report of the matter with the
exposition of the reasons urged by him in the sitting-
against the decision (329). The journal of the sittings is
drawn up under his inspection, and is, like the protocols
of the Consistory, countersigned by him (325, and tables:
xvi. xvii.). Special reports concerning the affairs treated
in the Consistory are to be presented by him to the
Chief Procurator of the Synod, besides those which are
sent by the Bishops (344). He it is who overlooks the
archivist of the Consistory in the exact discharge of his
duties (357) ; he it is who takes care that, for expenses
ordered by the Consistory, the money should be dis-
bursed exactly and in just time (349); finally, in order,
it might appear, to guarantee the Russian Church from
the danger of embezzlement on the side of her bishops,
and to protect these against any such temptations, he it is,
again, who keeps the key of the chest out of which the
expenses are to be paid (349).— The HoLY GHOST has
appointed fo the particular Churches, which truly are
Churches and members of the universal one, the bishops as
GOVERNORS and PASTORS, and not abusively, but in all
points and properly CHIE¥FS and HEADS!’!

- The first statements we undertook to prove are now
sufficiently justified. The State Church of Russia is
totally deprived of any self-government; her real chief
administrator and legislator is the Tsar. The Synod, as a
mere organ (organ) or instrument (orudie) in the hands of
the Tsar, and the Russian bishops cannot possibly be
called with truth Chiefs of the Church.

All this, however, is not the worst. Were the slavery
of the Russian Church a mere transitory fact, an abuse

! Kimme), Monum. fidei Eccl. orient. Dosithei Confessio. Decr. x. p. 4386.
(See above, p. 11.)
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of power against which the Russian Church, though
enduring it, would have protested, we should not have
undertaken to make it known to the world. But,alas!
her slavery is not a mere transitory fact; it is grounded
" upon theories and principles which the Russian Orthodox
Church presents us as her own; it is the immediate and
necessary application of tenets accepted and sanctioned by
her—a kind of dogma of her own. Nay, the Russian
Orthodox Church seems to be no longer aware of the
Saviour’s words: ¢ Date ergo qua sunt Casaris Casari et
que sunt Dei Deo” Nothing is more afflicting, and at
the same time instructive, than the confusion and mis-
conceptions which pervade her dogmatical teaching when-
ever the question is one of the government of the Church.
The total distinction between the civil and ecclesiastical
powers, each of them being supreme in its own sphere,! is
almost denied by her; at any rate the independence of
the ecclesiastical power seems to be confined to the teach-
ing of the already defined articles of faith, as if by
¢ govern the Church’ must be understood only ¢teach the
Church.” But let us allege evidence of what we have
just advanced. Here also we need only interrogate the

¥ ¢, . . Civilis potestas summa quidem in suo genere est, nimiram in
rebus civilibus; sed non inde efficitar, ut summa etiam esse debeat in rebus
sacris quarum dissimile genus est. In eo summa est potestas ecclesiastica ;
et vero utraque suas habet partes, et suum certum, ac definitum genus in
" quo summa est. Hme (ecclesiastica) nimirum curat res sacras atque divinas,
illa (civilis) studet civinm commodis, civilemque societatem administrat.
Nulla hic pugna, aut absurdum, rerumque confusio, neque status sn statu
est, quod inquiunt Protestantes; sed stafus ulerque diversi gemeris est, et
habet uterque provinciam suam, cujus intra fines continere sese debet.
Atque in eo quidem omnis est posita vera atque accurata distinctio Eccle-
siasticse atque Civilis potestatis, quod hac est ordinis naturalis, illa super-
naturalis, altera in res civiles, atque in temporalem hominum felicitatem
incumbit, altera prmest rebus sacris atque divinis et curam gerit eorum,
que ad mternam beatitudinem pertinent.’ Devoti. (Jo. Arch. Carthag.)
Jus Canonicum Universum publicum et privatum. Nova romana egditio
accuratior (Rome, 1837). Proleg. c. viii. § ix.
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most authentic documents of the Russian Orthodox
Church, her ¢ Spiritual Regulation,’! the ukases of her
Tsars,and the principles laid down in her own ¢ catechisms.’

Out of the ¢ Spiritual Regulation * we shall quote only
the chief reason alleged in its first part (together with
others of no greater weight?) for the abolition of the patri-
archate and the establishment of the Syncd. ¢ The igno-
rant vulgar people do not consider how far the spiritual
power is removed from (raznstvuiet) the regal, but, in
admiration of the splendour and dignity of a high priest,
consider such a ruler as a second sovereign, equal in power
to the king himself or above him, and imagine the spiritual
order to be another and better sovereignty.’3 If these
words need any explanation, this is afforded by that
saying of Peter related by Voltaire: €Il pensait et disait
publiquement que I'idée des deux puissances fondée sur
Pallégorie des deux épées qui se trouvérent chez les
Apdtres était une idée adsurde.’* Again, in his nominal
ukase, ¢ On monastic vocation, in which, according to
Voltaire, Peter shows himself both a minister of State

! The Spiritual Requlation has been, rince Peter the Great, accepted upon
oath by every bishop in Russia, and its explanation is enforced in the eccle-
siastical schools of the Russian Empire.

* It is worthy of remark, that, of all the ¢ weighty reasons’ alleged by
Poter the Great in Part I. of the Spiritual Regulation, in order to persuade
his subjects of the convenience, utility, and necessity of the establishment
of the Synod, that here quoted is, we may say, the only one which has not
been disregarded and refuted by the conduct of the subsequent Tsars,
successors of Peter. Those reasons which concern the advantages to be
found in a Council of rulers, rather than in one single ruler, were refuted
by the abolition of the Colleges and the establishment of the Ministries
(see above, p. 51). That, concerning the novitiate or apprenticeship to be
had in the Synod for future bishops of Russia was refuted by the fact of
the admission at the present day into the Synod of bishops alone, with only
two dignitaries of the secular clergy. (See above, pp. 17-20.)

3 Spir. Reg. part i.§ 7. Coneett, pp. 18, 19. IIoan. CoBp. 3ak.
tom. vi. Jyx. Pera. pp. 317, 318.

¢ Histoire de U Empire de Russie sous Pierre le Grand, part ii. chap. xiv.
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and a Father of the Church, the Russian autocrat gives the
reason why, in the ¢ Spiritual Regulation,” the matter
concerning the monks had not been thoroughly enough
explained. The reason is because ¢the greatest neces-
sity then requiring amendment, was created by the autho-
rity of the chief prelate, which some people strove to
exaggerate as being supreme, like that of the Pope of
Rome, against the commandment of God.’! The reader
being now more than sufficiently acquainted with Peter’s
opinions in ecclesiastical matters, we may proceed to deal
with his successors.

About forty years after the establishment of the Synod,
Catherine II., though a woman, reiterated confidently the
same principles, as a blessed inheritance of her great pre-
decessor Peter the Great. In her celebrated ukase of the
12th of August, 1762, about the possessions of the clergy,
after referring to the maternal authority she possessed for
the welfare of the people, Catherine complains that the
Russian clergy had often made bad use of their properties,
so that ‘many of our predecessors (she says), invested as
they were by God, like all monarchs, WITH THE SUPREME
AUTHORITY IN THE CHURCH,? were obliged to prescribe
them rules, etc.” Then, after having ordered that a large
portion of the present possessions of the clergy should be
taken from them, Catherine excuses herself for doing so by
the following declaration: €It is neither our intention nor
our desire to appropriate to ourselves the possessions of

! ... TorAa ame H O BceMh KO HcupaBiemilo GplIa HY®ia,
HO BamiHaa Gblia O BepXOBHO# Apxiepefickodl BIACTH, KOTOPYIO
npambpons Ilansr PuMckaro, mporusmo nosexbmia Bomis,
pacnocrpanats BBrotopsie Tmmamch. — Ioan. CoGp. 3ak. tom.
vii. (4450), Jan. 31, 1724, O 3BaBi MOBAMECKOM', p. 227. '

* Hwba popysemnyio ce6B ors Bora Takbp kakp W Bk

Monapxn, 85 I{epkBH raaBmyio B1acts. . . ([loan. Codp.
tom. xvi. (11,643), August 12, 1762, p. 51.
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the Church, but we only exercise the authority, given to us
by God, to prescribe laws for the best use of them, accord-
ing to the glory of God and the welfare of the country.’?
Such was, in the year 1762, the language of an
Empress of Russia. It would have been astonishing
after that, if when the Russian sovereigns acted and spoke
8o much like heads of the Church, the mere expression of
HEAD OF THE CHURCH in reference to the Tsar had
long been wanting in the official acts of the Russian
empire. What could not fail to happen we meet with
a little before the end of the last century in the most
solemn and most important act issued by any Tsar since
Peter the Great, we mean the ¢ Act of Succession to the
throne of Russia,’ promulgated by Paul I. (1797). This
document has doubtless been translated into many lan-
guages, and everyone will find in it as follows: ¢ If the
hereditary succession should devolve to a female line, to
some woman who is already governing on another throne,
then she is obliged to elect which faith and throne she is
willing to retain, and to renounce the other for herself and
her successors ; if, namely, the possession of that throne
be linked to some particular faith; and this decause the
sovereigns of Russia are HEADS OF THE CHURCH.’?
Now it is well worthy of remark that the expression
¢ head of the Church’ (glava tserkvi) applied in a general
way to men, occurs, if we are not wrong, only twice in
the whole Russian Orthodox literature. Onceit is applied
to the Tsar, and this in Paul I’s ¢ Act of Succession ;’
another time it is applied to a ROMAN PONTIFF, to the
Pope Leo the Great, and this in the office of the saint, on

) Ibid. p. 52.

? ... Jaa toro gro Tocysapm Pocciiickie cyrs Tiasoro
nepksu. (Tloan. CoGp. Jax. tom. xxiv. (17,910), April 6, 1797,
p- 588.
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February 18, on which day the Russian Orthodox Church
thus addresses Saint Leo : —

¢ What must we call thee, O man inspired by God!
Head of Christ's Orthodox Church? or eye of piety?’!

This fact may afford a striking testimony to the ancient
belief of the Oriental Orthodox Church in the supreme
power of jurisdiction of Peter’s successors over the
Universal Church ; ? such, at any rate, will undeniably be
the case if we are only allowed to understand the ex-
pression of ©head of the Church’ (glava tserkvi) when
applied to St. Leo, in the very sense in which the same
expression was understood by Paul I. when applied by
him to himself and to any of the Tsars his successors.
In fact the year following the publication of the ¢ Act of
Succession,” Paul I. published a ¢Regulation for the
Churches and Monasteries of the Roman Catholic Belief
in the Russian Empire.” This regulation begins as
follows :—¢ 1. The supreme authority given by God to
the Autocrat, and his paternal solicitude for the welfare
of the people entrusted to him from above, is equally
extended over the ecclesiastical order ; hence it is that they
must observe towards the Tsar, as towards the chief chosen
by God himself, the most devoted fidelity, and show to
him, in all religious and civil matters, the due obedience.?

! Yo ™1 umenmyemn, Gorogoxmosemne? I'zaBy JH npaso-
caapanir Ilepxse Xpucrosoii, oxko 1# Giarogecrss ? (Mum
wbcay. ®ebp. 18.  Cs. Appa mamer pamck. Ha Beu.

2 In the same office St. Leo is called * successor of the venerable Peter.’
DNerpa uecrnaro npeemsauks. (Ha Y1p. mbeas. 6.

3 Bepxosnaa Biacts zaposamHas Camogepxny ors Bora, m
Oregeckoe nomneuenie o GiarogeHcTBil BEBPERBBIXD CBbINE eMy
HapOAOBB, PacumpocTpamfercd paBEO H Ha JyXOBEHCTBO; IO
geMy 0HO H NOBHHAO XpaBATh Kb cBoeMy locyzapio, ako
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2. Like the white, the black clergy also are obliged to
carry out with the greatest exactness all legitimate in-
junctions and commands of the authority established over
them. In case of any dissatisfaction with them, they
ought to bring their complaint before the bishop of their
eparchie (diocese), and in case this should not afford themn
the legitimate satisfaction, they are permitted to refer the
case to the Roman Catholic Department of the College of
Justice.”! '
What do these words mean, we confidently ask our
readers, but that every Russian Tsar is pope in his own
states ? The well-known words of the Pope St. Leo—
¢ In the person of my humility let him (St. Peter) be re-
cognised and honoured, with whom still abides the care of
all the pastors and the guardianship of the flock entrusted to
him, and whose dignity does not fail in the unworthy suc-
. cessor *—do not express the doctrine of a visible head of the
Church, in reference to the whole world, either so plainly
or so unambiguously as Paul I.’s ukase does with regard
to the Church of the Russian Empire ; and the more so
if we consider that they were his Catholic subjects who
were concerned in it. Let us also, as we insist, only be
allowed to explain the liturgical expression ‘ HEAD OF THE
CHURCH’ (glava tserkvi), applied to the Pope St. Leo, in
the same sense in which Paul I. called himself ¢ kead of
the Church,’ and Russia’s ancient belief in the supremacy

camuus Borons us6pannony Havasbnuky,scenogsan-
nngecKyl0 BBPHOCTH M OKa3biBaTh BO BCBXD AYyXOBHBIXB
H MipckEXD fE1axs J0CTOAOXEKHOE NMOCIymamie.

Tloan. CoGp. 3ak. tom. xxv. (18734), p. 436. November 3,
1798.

' Ibid. .

2 Sermo 2dus in anniversario assumptionss su@. °‘In persona humilitatis
mez ille intelligatur, ille honoretur in quo et omnium pastorum sollicitudo,
cum commendatarum sibi oyium custodia perseverat, et cujus etiam dignitas
in indigno herede non deficit.’
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of Peter’s successors will be undeniably proved by her
liturgy itself.

The quoted abstracts of the Russian Tsars’ ukases
are amply sufficient, we believe, for the purpose of
evincing the fact that the enslavement of the Russian
Orthodox Church was considered by them as the exercise
of a legitimate right. As to the Russian Church herself,
her silence in presence of their pretensions, and her
condescension and wonderful obedience in everything
concerning her government, entitle us to consider that
Church as fully conniving at her masters’ will and
adhering to the doctrine professed by them. Numerous-
and no less striking instances of the Tsars speaking of and
considering themselves as real rulers of the Russian Ortho-
dox Church are equally supplied by the ukases of Paul I.’s
successors down to the present Emperor of Russia,
especially by those of Nicholas, to whom the Russian
Church is indebted for the ¢ Ustav duchovnych Kon-
sistorii,” which our readers already know. For brevity’s
sake, however, we refer them for further instances to the
¢ Collection of Russian Laws,” or to Theiner’s celebrated
works, ‘Die Staatskirche Russlands’ and ¢ Die neuesten
Zustinde der katholischen Kirche beider Ritus in Poland
und Russland,’ or to the French work, ¢ Persécutions et
souffrances de 'Eglise catholique en Russie,’ &c.

Passing on now to the Russian Catechisms, we will
abstain from making any choice of our own, but will
be guided by the Russians themselves. Let us interro-
gate them and listen to them. We find in the ¢ Théologie
dogmatique orthodoxe de Mgr. Macaire, traduite par un
Russe’ (Introd. p. 79), that ¢ Parmi les abrégés ou précis
-de la foi, les plus remarquables en langue russe sont:
1°. Le Catéchisme de ’éminentissime Théophane Proko-
povich, qui fut longtemps en usage dans les écoles. 2°. Lies

a
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Catéchismes(le petit et le grand)de ’éminentissime Platon,
métropolitain de Moscou, qui eurent la méme destination.
3°. Les Catéchismes, et surtout le grand, de I'éminentissime
Philaréte, métropolitain de Moscou, qui se publie de nos
jours, soit pour Uenseignement scolaire, soit & lusage de
tous les chrétiens orthodozes’—We are told the same by
Mgr. Filaret, Archbishop of Tchernigoff, in his ¢ History of
the Rusgian Church.” ¢ Theophane Prokopovich,’ so says
that prelate, € wrote a Catechism and a Primer, with the
explanation of the commandments of God, which long
enough deserved to de approved for general use. After
that a catechism for children, the best for its epoch, was
written by the Metropolitan Plato; then another, more
profound and ezact (1st ed. 1823), was written by the
Metropolitan Filaret.’'— Accordingly we shall examine
what doctrine is contained in these three catechisws, -
respecting the government of the Church.

The first of the three is that commonly known as
the Catechism of Peter the Great.? In fact, the Rus-
sian Tsar was too clear-sighted not to understand
that the best support for his ecclesiastical reformation
would be a religious one. He therefore caused his
ideas to be reduced to some practical maxims, adapted
to the most vulgar intelligence, to form part of the re-
ligious teaching of the people. The man charged by
him to draw up a little catechism for the purpose, was
Theophane Prokopovich, the same to whom we owe the
¢ Spiritual Regulation.” Peter’s Catechism appeared in

! Filaret: Herop. Pycc. Ilepx. mep. v. § 14, p. 47.

Prokopovich’s Catechism and Primer bear in Russian the title of
Byrsaps, BAH DepBoe yueHie OTPOKOMB, Ch KATHXH3HCOMB
(1720). See Eugeny, Metr. of Kieff. CioBaps HCTOpHUecKii 0
6oismAxs Bb Poccim mmcatexsxs AyxoBRaro 9YHHA TIpEKO-
pocciiickoii nepkpr. CnG. 1827. ii. p. 304.

3 See Kimmel's Monum. fidei Eccl. orient. Proleg. lix. and Lxxiii.
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St. Petersburg a little before the establishment of the
Holy Synod, viz., in the year 1720. The German
translation appeared in 1724 (very likely at Dantzig),
and the English one was published before the German
in London by Philipps, in the year 1723, under the
title of ¢ The Russian Catechism.’!

Before quoting the passages concerning the govern-
ment of the Church, we beg to call the attention of our
readers to the following judgment of an Evangelico-
Lutheran writer, J. W. Feuerlein. In his ¢ Biblioth.
Symbol. Evangelico-lutherana’ (Gottinge, 1752), at the
place where he is quoting the German translation of
Peter's ¢ Catechism’ and the ¢ Spiritual Regulation,” he
says: ¢ It is chiefly out of these two sources that W. Fried.
Lutjens, in his dissertation ¢ De religione Ruthenorum
hodierna ” (Gottingse, 1745), showed that the religion of
the Great Peter has come very near to our own, so that
the only thing to be desired is its more general reception
among the Russian clergy and people.’?

! The German translation bears the following title : ¢ Erste Unterweisung
der Jugend, enthaltend ein A B C-Biichlein, wie auch eine kurze Erklirung
der zehen Gebote, des Gebets des Herrn und des Glaubens-Bekenntnisses,
auf Befehl Petri M., Imperatoris von gantz Russland, in den Druck
gegeben.’

The English translation is mentioned by Eugeny in his C10Baps, etc.,
ii. p. 304; yet there is given by mistake the date of 1725. An error
of statement is also to be found in Philipps’ preface to the English transla-
tion, as to the author of that catechism. The Rev. R. W. Blackmore,
in the preface to his Doctrine of the Russian Church (Aberdeen, 1845),
mentions Prokopovich’s Catechism and its English translation, and states
that this reached a second edition.

2 «Ex his in primis scriptis, diss. hist. theol. de religione Ruthenorum
hodierna me preside a Resp. auctore Guil. Fred. Lutjens a.p. 1745, edita
et publice defensa ostendit, Religionem Magni Petri ad nostram quam
praxime accessisse ut tantum magis universalis ¢jus receptio apud clerum
et populum Ruthenicum optanda sit.” Feuerlinius, Bill. ete., App. ii. sect.
iii. § 184, p. 3564. See also on that subject, Kimmel, Monum. ete., proleg.
lix. Ix. F. Gagarin, 8. J. De lenscignement de la Théologie dams TEglise
russe, in the Etudes de Théologie, eto. (Paris, 1857.)

a2
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Let us now see the explanation of the fifth command-
ment, as it is contained in the Catechism of Peter. We
quote Philipps’ translation, as we were not able to get
the original Russian.

¢ @ What is required in the fifth ! commandment ?

¢A. It is required of us to honour and respect, not
only our natural parents, but those that are in dignity
and place of parents, and have any degree of authority
over us.

¢ @ Whoare those that can justly demand this respect

Moreover, the following prescription concerning preachers gives evidence
of Peter’s religious tendencies. Spir. Reg. part ii. No. xxiii. Consett, p. 86.

¢ That none presume to preach unless he has been educated in an Academy,
and has a testimonial from the Spiritual College. But {f anyone Aas been
educated by men OF ANOTHER RELIGION, let him present himself first to the
Spiritual College, to be there examined, what knowledge he has in the Holy
Scripture, and to make a discourse on any subject which the College shall
give him to discourse upon, and f ¢ is found to be a good scholar, to give
him a testimonial and licence to preach, if he is disposed to go into Holy
Orders” IToxn. CoGp. tom. vi. Jyx. Pera. (3718) p. 331.

' The Oriental Orthodox Church follows, in the division of the Ten Com-
mandments, the arrangement commonly adopted also by Protestants. The
¢ Catechism of the Council of Trent’ mentions it, giving at the same time
the reason why the other arrangement has been preferred.

¢ THOU SBHALT NOT MAKE (80 runs the said Catechism, quoting Exodus
XX, 4),—THOU SHALT NOT MAKB TO THYSELF A GRAVEN THING, NOR THE
LIKENESS OF ANYTHING THAT 18 IN HEAVEN ABOVE, OR IN THE EARTH
BENEATH, NOR OF THOSE THINGS THAT ARRE IN THE WATERS UNDER THE
EARTH : THOU SHALT NOT ADORE THEM NOR SERVE THEM. Some (continues
the same Catechism), supposing these words to constitute a distinct precept,
reduce the ninth and tenth commandments into one. St. Augustine (sup.
Exod. guest. 71, and in Ps, xxxii. Serm. 2) holds a different opinion ; con-
sidering the two last to be distinct, he refers these words to the first com-
mandment ; and this division, because well-known (celebris) in the Church,
we willingly adopt. As a very just argument in its favour, we may,
however, add the propriety of annexing to the first commandment the
reward or punishment attached to its observance or violation.

*This commandment does not prohibit the arts of painting or sculpture; the
Scripture informs us that God Himself commanded images of cherubim, and
also the brazen serpent, to be made,” etc.—Catechismus ex deoreto Concilis
Tridentini ad parochos (Rome, 1845), cap. ii. Nos. 16, 17, p. 231.
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from us, and what honour and reverence is due to them
respectively ?

¢ A. L In the first place kings and magistrates, who rule
over us in the Lord, are to us in the place of fathers,
whose duty is to defend their subjects, and seek what is
best for them, both in temporals and spirituals, and there-
fore must have a watchful eye to all ecclesiastical, military,
and civil affairs, that men do conscientiously execute their
respective employments; and this is, next God, the
highest fatherly dignity. . . .

¢II. Next 1o kings and sovereigns princes, spiritual
governors, senators, judges, generals of armies, and
other magistrates, are vested likewise with the fatherly
dignity. The duty of ecclesiastical governors is to lead
the people in the way of salvation. The civil magis-
trate should distribute justice without respect to persons.
The general must promote military discipline, and inspire
the soldiery with Christian courage. Inferiors must love
and respect their superiors, pray for them, and cheerfully
obey all their just commands.
" ¢IIL. The third order of men vested with fatherly
authority are our natural parents, viz., fathers and
mothers ; for though, according to nature, they claim the
first place, yet, in a civil society, the persons above men-
tioned, as promoters of the public good, deserve greater
honour than they . . . . etc. (pp. 10, 11).

¢ Objection. 1 am at a loss how to behave myself when
one to whom I owe filial obedience commands, and
another, who likewise stands in the same degree of
paternal authority, forbids me the same thing.

¢ Answer. When neither of these has authority over the
other, then you must have a regard to whatis commanded,
and not to the person that commands. For if your
master, to whom you owe fidelity and service, commands
you any lawful thing, and your father forbids it, obey
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your master and not your father. But if one is superior.
in dignity to the other, obey that superior person; for if
thy father or thy master command thee anything that is
against the order of the magistrate, obey the civil power,
and not thy father or master. But if the magistrate bids
thee do anything that the Czar forbids, BY ALL MEANS
oBEY THE Czar’ (p. 14).

Before making any remarks on the doctrine contained
in these abstracts, we must quote also some passages of
the second Catechism—that of Platon, Metropolitan of
Moscow.! ~

This Catechism appeared for the first time in 1765, and
was soon received into general use for the religious instruc-
tion of the people. There exist more than eight different
translations of it, two of which are in modern Greek. The
first Greek translation of 1783 is dedicated to the Metro-
politan of Philadelphia, Sophronius Koutoubaly ;? -the
second of Korai, which appeared in 1782, was reprinted
in Corcyra in 1827, and, by the editor, Constantine
Typaldos, dedicated to the Orthodox clergy.* As regards
English translations, we have found two; the first made
from the origina)l Russian was published in 1814 by Pin-
kerton ;® the second, made from the Greek of Korai, ap-
peared in 1857, and is due to G. Potessaro.® As to the
orthodozy of Platon’s Catechism, the following judgment

! The Russian title is IIpaBociaBBie yueHie, BAR COKpameHHAS
Xpacrianckas Borocaosia. Cu6. 1765 and 1780.

2 'OpB63ofos Bidaoxarla, #roi xpioTiavich @eoroyla &v oivope. . . . Vienna,
1783.

3 *Op8dBokos Bidagxarla efrovr alroyus Tijs xpoTiavixfis Beoroylas. . . .
Leipzig, 1782. .

4 TNIAdrwros unrpox. Mboxas dpBb3okos Si8aoxarla. . . . Corcyra, 1827.

8 ¢ The Present State of the Greek Church in Russia, or a Summary of
Christian Divinity, by Platon, late Metropolitan of Moscow, translated irom
the Slavonian, etc., by Robert Pinkerton (Edinburgh, 1814), 8vo.

8 The Orthodox Dootrine of the Apostolio Eastern Church, or a Compen-
dium of Christian Theology, translated from the Greek (London : Whit~
taker, 18567).
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was quoted by Snegireff, the Russian biographer of Platon,
as having been expressed by Bacmeister: ¢ This work
forms an epoch in the history of the Church. The doctrine
expressed in it is further removed from that of the Roman
Catholic than from that of the Lutheran Church, and
even, in many points, agrees with the latter.”!

When Platon composed his Catechism, he was pre-
ceptor to the Tsarevich Paul Petrovich, afterwards
Paul I., the very Tsar who introduced in the official docu-
ments of the Russian empire the designation of ¢ Head of
the Church’ (glava tserkvi) for himself and his successors.
To his imperial pupil Platon could not teach anything at
variance with the principles of his glorious ancestor Peter
the Great, and the Catechism being composed for the use
of the Tsarevich, no one will wonder to find in it as
follows :—

Part 2, xxviii. ¢ Of the Government of the Church.’
(Translation of Pinkerton, p. 167.) <. . . The governors
of the Church consist of pastors and spiritual teachers,
according to the doctrine of Paul to the Ephesians: < And
he (Christ) gave some apostles, and some prophets, and
some evangelists, and some pastors and teachers, for the
perfecting of the saints for the work of the ministry, for
the edifying of the body of Christ.”—Eph. iv. 11,12.

¢ Of pastors some are greater, such as bishops ; the other

! Bakweiicreps npn pascmorpbrim Himenraro nepesosa cero
COYHHEHif 3aKII09aeTh, 9TO: €OHO COCTABASETH €HOXy Al
I{eprosroi Mcropia B GyATo H3X0EERHOE BD BeMD yuenie Gosbe
orabuaeno ors Pamcro-Karoamuecroil Hemean orb Jiorepancroit
Ilepksn, ® jake BO MHOTOMD COrAacHO c¢b mocibirern.’

(Snegirefl. FKm3ED MocEKoBCK. METpon. Iliaroma. (Mock.
1856, tom. ii. p. 92.

The original German, too freely translated by Snegireff, reads as follows:
¢ Man bemerket, dass diese (russische) Kirche weniger von der Lutherischen
abweichet, und sich von der Pabstlichen mehr ubsondert, als man bisher,
bei dem Mangel ihrer Lehrbiicher, geglaubt hat.'—Bacm. Russische Bibliotek
(1772), B. L. st. ii. No. xii, p. 120.
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are lesser, such as presbyters or ministers. Christ alone is
the head of this Church government and service, because,
as He is the founder of His Church, so He is her only
independent Governor, who ruleth her invisibly by His
“word and spirit. Consequently, in all matters RESPECT-
ING THE ESSENCE OF FAITH, the Church can obey no
one except Himself, and the evident testimony of the Word
of God.’

P. 169.— There have been seven general Councils
exclusive of that of the Apostles mentivned in Acts xv. 6.
1st—of Nicea; 2nd—of Constantinople; 3rd—of Ephe-
sus ; 4th—of Chalcedon ; 5th—second of Constantinople ;
6th — third of Constantinople; 7th — second of Niceea.
These Councils were usually called by pious Emperors, in
which sometimes those great personages were present
themselves ; for orthodox monarchs are the ckief guardians
and protectors of the Church.! A Christian monarch is
bound to strive no less for the prosperity of the Church
than for the general good of the State. From him the
Church of Christ demands: 1st. To know the law of God.
2nd. To have the fear of God and give a pious example.
3rd. T ohserve that the government of the Church be pro-
perly administered, and to encouraye fuaithful labourers.?
4th. To quench divisions, and to protect her from oppres-
sors and revilers. 5th. To disseminate learning and
liberally to support schools. 6th. To endeavour to bring
the unbelieving nations to the faith. From this everyone
will see what a close connection exists betwixt civil society
and the Church; because, in order that an honest citizen
may rightly perform the duties of his station, it is neces-

' TocysapR cyTs TiaBHblE HepRBe MONETHTEIH H HOKpO-
potean. ([IpaBocs. yuyen. ed. 1780, Yacrs. ii. § 29. p. 130,

* Cuorphrs uT0Gh nDpaBETEABCTBO NEpROBHOE GblI0 MOpA-
20980, n pbpRo TpymzalomuExca 0400paATh. Ibid.
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sary that he keep himself from evil and perform these
-conscientiously. But who can bind the conscience except
God, the searcher of hearts and trier of the reins? And
:more particularly is it of peculiar advantage for a Sove-
reign to be under the influence of a holy faith; because
he, although subject to no human laws,' is thereby made
subject to the law of faith, and is thus preserved within
‘the bounds of holy justice. Moreover, it enables him
with firmness to perform his exalted duties; for, as a
monarch has no person on earth higher than himself,?so he
- can be rewarded by none for his labours ; hence faith alone
can encourage a Sovereign in the discharge of his duty,
while it promises’ him a real, worthy, and most exalted
reward in heaven.” (Russ. ed. 1780, pp. 129-131.)

II1. Part 9, p. 245. ¢ The fifth commandment requires
that we should render to our parents, and under the same
name(*first of all’—vo pervych—Russ. p. 196) to our Sove-
reign, to religious and civil governors, to instructors and
benefactors, to masters and elders, all due reverence and
subjection, and to every man sincere love. . . This com-
mandment requires (p. 247): 1. That we should honour
our parents. 2. That we obey the Sovereign, who is
the supreme magistrate and the first governor under God.}

¢ The duty of the Sovereign is to endeavour to promote
‘the peace and happiness of his subjects, to see that justice
‘be dispensed and transgressors punished ; that the spiritual
and civil powers perform the duties belonging to their
‘offices ; to reward the good and punish the irregular and
wicked ; and in everything to show himself a father who
"diligently careth for the good of his children. Also to

! firo EEKaROMY 3aKOHY YeJoBbuecKONy HemOAXERAMAro. Ibid.
? Tocyaaps ne mvba nEKOro Ha SeMim Bhimmaro cebs, BE
OTh KOTO 32 TPYABI CBOR HArpamiens OLITH He MOMETD, p. 131.

3 firo nepsaro no Borb npasaress. . acr. iii. § 9, No. 2.
P. 197.
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promote the ‘prosperity of the Church, and defend her
against despisers and defamers; to propagate her doc-
trines, and thereby civilise his subjects, and bring them to
the practice of piety; for the Holy Ghost, in Isaiah xlix.
23, calleth orthodox Sovereigns, ¢ Nursing Fathers of the
Church.” This commandment further requires men—
3. To be subject both to religious and civil governors; to
love them unfeignedly, defend their honour, render them
all due respect, and suffer patiently their reproofs. But
the duty of religious powers is to instruct men in the way
of salvation and recommend good morality; and that of the
civil powers to administer justice, and observe that those
who are subject to them perform the respective duties
of their stations. 4. We are required to love our in-
structors,” &c.

Let us pause here. The above abstracts, we are well
aware, do not positively and distinctly confer on the Tsar
either the title or the functions of supreme ruler of the
Church, and we should not wonder if they fall short of
the expectation of the reader. A single remark, however,
will enable him to realise the doctrine virtually contained
in Peter’s and Platon’s Catechisms, and above all, the
practical influence of the abstracts which we have quoted
on the minds of the people.

There are cases in which no eloquence or amount of
argument whatever has the force of a calculated omis-
sion. This system is then especially effective, when
circumstances are such that people cannot supply of
themselves that omission, but everything leads them to
adopt erroneous statements conformable to the will of
him by whom the omission was caused. Now the Rus-
sian people are told that— 1. The highest fatherly
dignity, next God, is that of the Tsar (Pet. Cat). 2. The
Tsar is the first governor under God (Plat.). 3. The Tsar
has nobody on the earth higher than himself (Plat). 4.
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The spiritual governors come nezt to the Tsar (Pet. Cat.).
5. The Tsar is not subjected to any human law. Faith
alone can keep him in the path of justice and reward
him (Plat.). 6. The Tsar is the chief guardian (provider)
and protector of the Church (Plat.). 7. It is in matters
respecting the essence of fuith that the Church must obey
nobody but Christ Himself, and the evident testimony
of the Word of God (Plat.). 8. He who rules over the
people has to have a watchful eye to all ecclesiastical,
military, and civil affairs (Pet. Cat.). 9. He has to see
that the spiritual powers perform the duties belonging
to their office (Plat.).—They were also taught, it is
true, that ¢ the duty of spiritual governors is to instruct
men in the way of salvation;’ but at the same time they
learned that—10. A king has to seek what is the best
for his subjects both in temporals and spirituals (Pet.
Cat.).

How could simple people infer from these premisses
alone the conclusion that the spiritual power is separate
and independent in its own sphere from the civil ? And the
more 80 as people heard their Tsars and Tsarinas, without
any opposition from the clergy, openly declare that—11.
The Tsar has been invested by God with the supreme
authority in the Church (Cath. IL). 12. The Tsar is the
head of the Church! (Paul I.). 13. The supreme autho-

? In order to prevent people from considering the Tzar as ¢ kead of the

Church’ in the same sense in which Jesus Christ is 8o, the following article,
with the annexed note, was inserted in the Russian Code of Laws :—

Article 43. ‘ The Emperor, as Christian Sovereign, is the supreme de-
fender and protector of the dogmas of the orthodox faith, the guardian of
ortbodoxy and of all good order in the Holy Church.

Note.—It is in that sense that the Emperor is called Head of the Church
in the Act of succession to the throne. Law of April 5, 1797 (17,910).
Cs. 3ax. ed. 1857, pp. 10, 11.

Then immediately follows the 43rd article, which our readers already
know, and which runs as follows :—
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rity given by God to the Tsar, being equally extended
over the ecclesiastical order, the clergy ought to obey him
as the chief (nachalnik) chosen by God Himself in all
civil as well as religions matters (Paul I );—and knew
that the ¢ Spiritual Regulation,’ the very manual of canon
laws explained to the clergy in the seminaries and
ecclesiastical schools, stigmatised as¢ a prejudice of ignorant
people’ the doctrine that ¢ the spiritual order constitutes a
sovereignty superior, or even equal, to that of the Tsar!’
(Spir. Reg. See above, p. 76.)

No one, we believe, will accuse us of exaggeration if,
out of this series of aphorisms, we draw the only conclu-
sion that the mere idea of the ecclesiastical power’s
independence of the civil power has long since disap-
peared in Russia, and that the government of the Church,
with which the bishops are entrusted, is in Russia under-
stood only in the sense of their being entrusted with the
administration of the sacraments, the teaching of the Word
of God, and the ezecution of orders enacted either directly
by the Tsar or by a State institution representing the Tsar.
As to the right the Church holds from Jesus Christ of
governing herself —this right of self-government, which
every English Dissenter immediately feels to be a con-
dition of his Church’s very existence as a Church—this
right, which everyone feels to be a thing quite distinct
and separate from the mere right of performing religious
services or teaching particular doctrines—this is not even
claimed as a right by the Russian Orthodox Church!!

¢ In the administration of the Church, the autocratical authority acts by
means of the Holy Governing Synod appointed by him’' (Art. 43). See
above, pp. 20 and 48-56.

No more is required in order that the Pope be just as much the
administrator of the whole Catholic Church as the Tsar is so for his own.
‘We remind our readers that there is no question here of the doctrinal autho-
rity of the Pope, but only of bis administrative power, viz., his supreme
power of jurisdiction over the universal Church.
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Nay, it is with sorrow that, from the last of the three men-
tioned Catechisms—thatof Mgr. Filaret, the late illustrious
metropolitan of Moscow—we exemplify this omission in his
speaking of the episcopal power: ¢ @ What is it to feed
the Church?! (S. Paul, Acts 1x. 28).—4. To instruct the
people in faith, piety, and good works.—Q. How many
necessary degrees are there of orders 7—.A. Three: those
of bdishop, priest, and deacon.— Q. What difference is
there between them ?—.4. The deacon serves at the sacra-
ments ; the priest hallows the sacraments in dependence on
the bishop ; the bishop not only hallows the sacraments
himself, but has power also to impart to others, by the
laying on of his hands, the gift and grace to hallow them.’?

The Catechism of Mgr. Filaret, we are very glad to be
able tosay, is far more orthodox than the two we have been
dealing with; moreover,in speaking of the Holy Synod,and
of its holding in the hierarchy the same rank with the
Eastern Orthodox patriarchs, he supports his assertion
by referring the reader to the Letters of the Most Holy

} The passage of the Acts of the Apostles (xx. 28), here alluded to, is
translated in the Latin Vulgate :—* Attendite vobis et universo gregi in
quo vos Spiritus Sanctus posuit Episcopos regere Ecclesiam Dei.’ The
Greek word translated by regere is woiualvew, which in the New Testa-
ment alone is four times rendered by rule in the English translation
¢ appointed to be read in the Churches’: —

¢ Shall (J. C.) rule my people Israel.”—Matt. ii. 6.

¢ He shall rule them with a rod of iron.’—Rev. ii. 27.

¢ Who was to rule all nations with a rod of iron.—I%id. xii. 5.

¢ He shall ule them with a rod of iron.'—Zbid. xix. 15.

See Bruder (Car. Herm.), Tauteior 1@y tiis xawidjs Siabhixns Aétewr, sive
Concordantia omnium vocum ZTestamenti Greoi (Lipsie, 1842); and
The Englishman's Greek Concordance of the New Testament (London :
Central Tract Depot, 1839).

See, for the Old Testament, Abr. Trommii Concordantia Grece Versionis
vulgo dicte LXX Interpretum. Amstelodami et Trajecti ad Renum,
1718,

3 Yilaret : The Longer Catechism of the Orthodox Catholic Eastirn Church,
translated by the Rev. R. W. Blackmore, in ¢ The Doctrine of the Russian
Church,’ part i. On Faith, x. art. On Orders, pp. 95, 96.
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Patriarchs on the institution of the Most Holy Synod,
and not to any ukase of the Tsars.! Finally, in speak-
ing of those who stand to us in the place of parents he
puts well in the first place the Sovereign (adding, how-
ever, ‘and our country’); but he does not at all confer on
the Tsar any right of high inspection over the bishops,
far less of enacting laws for the welfare of the Church,
and totally abstains from mentioning the independence of
the Tsar on anybody upon the earth.?

All this we readily acknowledge and make known; yet
still we deplore the omission we have already alluded to,
and that the episcopal office is reduced to the bare adminis-
tration of the sacraments and the teaching of the Word
of God. Nay, the prescriptions we have quoted from
the ¢Spiritual Regulation’ and the ¢ Statute of the
Ecclesiastical Consistories,’ the statements of the Russian
jurists, the enactments of the Tsars and the language of
their ukases, the principles laid down in the two Russian
Catechisms, which up to the year 1820 were generally
made use of for the religious teaching of the people, the
important omissions in the Catechism of Mgr. Filaret —
all this evidently proves that the very theory of the
government of the Church is profoundly altered and
curtailed in the Russian Empire.

It has cost us much trouble to get together all the
evidence we have hitherto brought forward; and it was
one thought only, viz. that of contributing, by the
publicity given to the fact of the enslavement of the
Russian Church, towards hastening the day of her
delivery, that made us persevere in the toilsome task.
The same thought induces us not to overlook what we
are going to state—we mean the tokens of servility to-

V The Longer Catechism, part i. ¢ On Faith,’ Article ix. p. 83.
% Jbid. part iii. * On Charity,’ Fifh Commandment, pp. 132, 133,
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wards the Tsar which overspread the very performance
of the religious services of the Russian Orthodox Church,
and which are exhibited. in her liturgical books.

‘Whoever casts a glance on any liturgical books what-
- ever cannot help remarking a peculiarity which they
possess in common with dedicatory epistles or other writ-
ings of that kind. The monotonous uniformity of charac-
ters is broken by some words in large type, and always
in capital letters., These are the names of the Tsar and
other members of the imperial family, or even the mere
title by which they are designated. A special ukase of
the Senate prescribed that the Emperor’s title should
always and everywhere (in official papers) be written in
capital letters.! The same privilege is also extended
to the relative pronoun ego (his), eya (her), when desig-
nating the same personages. We need not comment on
the adoption of the same rule in the liturgical books, as -
the comparison of the imperial family’s names to the name
of God, of the Blessed Virgin, and of the Saints, which
are left without any token of distinction, forcibly occurs
to the mind. Moreover, the exact and complete enume-
ration of the imperial family’s members is to be found in
the so-called ektenias,® as well as in the formula of ap-
probation, prefixed to the printed volume of the Holy
Scriptures, and to all the liturgical books of the Russian
Church. The terms in which this approbation is couched,
and which are invariably the same, deserve consideration.

! [Toxn. Co6p. tom. x. 7 Nov. 1739 (7934) p. 934. HMmmeparopckii
Taryrs uedarats m nEcarts Be3gh B Bceraa KPYNHBIME JATEPAMH.
B. tom. xlii. Vka3, AieaG. part i. Hmmeparopckii  Ifapekiii
Taryss. p. 768.

3 The ektenia (dxrevhs, extended) is an enlarged prayer. It consists of
short petitiors or biddings, with a response from the singers and people
to each, such as ‘Lord, have mercy, ¢ Iocmogzm moMmayii’ (Kipie
&elooy), or * Lord, hear us,’ or ‘ Grant us, O Lord.’
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As an instance, we translate the formula of approbation
of the Rite for admitting Dissenters into the bosom of the
Oriental Orthodox Church’(ed. 1849):—

¢ To the glory of the most holy, consubstantial, lifegiv-
ing, and indivisible Trinity, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost,
by order (poveleniem) of our most pious and most auto-
cratic Great Hossoudar, NICOLAS PAULOVICH,
EMPEROR of all Russia; with HIS consort, the most
pious Hossoudarina, the EMPRESS ALEXANDRA
FEODOROVNA ; HIS heir the orthodox Hossoudar
the Cesarevich and Grand-prince ALEXANDER
NICOLAEVICH ; and HIS consort, the orthodox Hos-
soudarina Cesarevna and Grand-princess MARIA
ALEXANDROVNA; with the orthodox Hossoudars
the Grand-princes, NICOLAS, ALEXANDER, and
VLADIMIR ALEXANDROVICHI; the orthodox
Hossoudar the Grand-prince CONSTANTINE NICO-
LAEVICH, and HIS consort the orthodox Hnssoudarina
the Grand-princess ALEXANDRA JOSEPHOVNA ;
the orthodox Hossoudars the Grand-princes NICOLAS
and MICHAEL NICOLAEVICHI; the orthodox
Hossoudarinas the Grand-princess HELENE PAUL-
OVNA, the Grand-princess MARIA NICOLAEVNA,
and HER consort; the Grand-princess QOLGA NICO-
LAEVNA, and HER consort; the Grand-princess
CATHERINE MICHAELOVNA; the Grand-princess
MARIA PAULOVNA, and HER consort; and the
Queen of the Netherlands, ANNA PAULOVNA, and
with the blessing (blagosloveniem) of the Most Holy
Governing SYNOD,! this book—* The rite for admitting
into the Orthodox Catholic Oriental Church the mem-
bers of other confessions’—has been printed in the

1 The word Synod is printed sometimes in capital letters, sometimes, as
in the Ektenias, in common letters.
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imperial great city of Moscow, in the printing-office of
the Synod, in the year from the creation of the world
7358, and from the nativity in the flesh of the Word
of God 1849, in the 8th of the indiction, in the month of
October.’

No doubt, church books might be printed by € order’
(poreleniem) of the Tsar, and with the ¢ blessing’ (blagos-
loveniem) of the Primate, and the Tsar’s name might be
put first too without sin; and if the names of the Tsarina
and of all the Tsar’s children and their ‘consorts were
added, this might be done to associate them in a pious
work, and to include them under the same blessing.! But
since, unquestionably, the less is blessed of the greater,
and no ¢ College’ or ¢ Synod’ created by the Tsar can be
greater than the power which created it, the enumeration
of all those names in the formula of approbation prefixed
to ecclesiastical books and in the offices themselves, and
the printing of them since Peter the Great,? and especially
gsince 1739, in huge letters, and the frequent repetition of
them all aloud in the church, produces now an impression-
suiting only too well the State supremacy established
by Peter 1., and unbalanced by the existence of any
canonical primate whose blessing might be denied, and
whose ban might be feared by the Tsar as well as by the
peasant.

These reflections lead us to speak of the © Rite for
the election and consecration of a Bxshop, as they are
equally applicable to some expressions made use of in
that rite,

' The names of the children of the Tsar are to be seen, in small type
however, previously to Peter the Great, in a book containing the office, life,
and an account of the miracles of St. Nicholas printed at Moscow in 1672,
and possessed by the British Museum (1018. g. %#} pp. pE{’-ptn’ verso.

* In a Prayer-book (MOIHTBOCIOBD) possessed by the British Museum
(3855 a), and published at Kieff in 1729, the name of Peter IL, then the
only living member of his family, is already printed in large capital type.

H
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From the formula of oath taken by the Russian bishops
before being consecrated, we have already quoted the
words by which they engage themselves to yield true
obedience to the Holy Synod, © as the legitimate authority
instituted by the pious Emperor Peter the Great, of im-
mortal memory, and confirmed by command of his (or her)
present Imperial Majesty,” and to obey, besides the ex-
isting, ¢ all other rules and statutes which shall be here-
after made by the authority of the Synod agreeably to the
will of his (or her) Imperial Majesty.”* To these we must
now add the following words taken from the same formula
of oath. ¢ Furthermore, I do testify by this my writing
that I have not received this province in consideration of
gold or silver promised or given by me, forasmuch as I
have neither given nor promised anything to any person
whatever in order to obtain this dignity ; but I have re-
ceived it by the free will of our most serene and most puis-
sant (sovereign by name) and by the election of the Holy
Legislative Synod.”’?* Moreover, at the beginning of the
ceremony the Bishop-consecrator thus addresses the newly
elected bishop : ¢ Reverend Father N.—The most serene
and most puissant Tsar N.N. hath commanded, by his own
singular and proper edict, and the Holy Legislative Synod
of all the Russias gives its benediction thereto, that you,
holy sir, be bishop of the city of N. ; whom God preserve.’
The future bishop is made to answer: ‘ Since the most
serene and most puissant Tsar N.N. has commanded, and
the Holy Legislative Synod of all the Russias has judged
me worthy to undertake this province, I give thanks there-
fore, and do undertake it and in no wise gainsay.’?

! See above, pp. 65, 66.

* King: The Rites, etc., p. 295. For the Latin, Haigold, Beilagen, etc.,
i. p. 108; and for the Germun, Rajewski, Euckologion der orthodozen, etc.
ii. p. 91.

3 King, 5. p. 291 ; Haigold, i. p. 101-2; Rajewski, ii. p. 86,
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Here, again, we should indeed be happy to state that
the ¢ free-will) ©command,’ and ° singular and proper
edict’ of the Tsar enforce a free election made by a
canonical Primite and Synod. Even the ¢ thanksgiving’
forced upon the newly elected bishop might then be
explained in the sense that, being really unwilling to
undertake the episcopal office, yet forced by his brethren
and commanded by the Ruler of the State, he thanks
them for their good opinion. But, unfortunately, we
possess documents which prevent us from explaining, in
such a Christian and charitable way, the expressions
made use of in the rite for the election and consecration
of bishops.

Among the ¢ points wherein His Most Serene Imperial
Majesty, with his own august hand, hath vouchsafed a
resolution ’ (see above, p. 26), and which are printed at
the end of the ¢ Spiritual Regulation,” there is one in
which the ¢ Spiritual College,” as it was still termed,
though shortly afterwards to be re-named the ¢ Most
Holy Governing Synod,” asks His Majesty to decide
whether, for the vacant eparchies, the Spiritual Assembly
(Synod) must propose any person to His Majesty’s
approbation. Peter the Great deigned to write on the
petition : ¢ Let there be elected two persons, and let that
one of the two whom we shall select be consecrated and
selected.” Undoubtedly Peter the Great might just as
well have written on the petition: ¢ I take the care of
this entirely on myself,’ or, € The Senate will appoint
them,” or anything else according to his own will and
pleasure. The mere fact of having asked the decision of
the Tsar evinces that the newly created Synod did not
consider the election of bishops to belong to itself as of
' right, so that, the presentation of two persons being usual,

! Toan. CoGp. 3ak. tom vi. (3734) Feb. 14, 1721, p. 356. Consett,

p- 127.
B2
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as it is, in consequence of a free decision of the Tsar,
must be considered like all other presentations for civil
employments made by the Senate or any of the Ministers.
He who asks for a decision makes himself less than he
from whom the decision is sought, and subjects himself
to all the uncertainties of his will and pleasure. We
must bear in mind, moreover, that the members of the
Synod are appointed, maintained, and dismissed solely by
the free will of the Tsar, and that apparent election by
the Holy Synod will then appear, as it is in truth—]let us
say it again—nothing more than any similar presentation
which might be made in any other department of the
civil government. Finally, with regard to the ¢ thanks-
giving ’ forced upon the newly elected bishop, we refer
the reader to the way in which the episcopal office is
spoken of in the ¢ Spiritual Regulation,’ as the existence
of any supernatural feeling in him who becomes a bishop
is there no more supposed or alluded to! than it is in the
same document with regard to monks.?

Fancy, now, Athanasius, Chrysostom, Basilius, Gre-
gorius, those great bishops of the ancient Greek Oriental
Church, being summoned to utter, before their consecra-
tion, some analogous words in reference to the Emperor of
Constantinople ; fancy those men, so full of the spirit of
St. Paul, who so eloquently pointed out the heavy burden
of the episcopal office, being compelled to say : ¢ Since the
Emperor has so commanded, . . I give thanks therefore ! ]’
Indeed from a Church whose bishops are compelled so
profoundly to bow their neck to the Tsar, what more can
be needed in order that the whole world be convinced that
she is the slave of her Tsars? But still more can be said.

! See Spir, Reg. part ii. ¢ Of the Bishops,’ Nos. 14, 15 Cons. and pp. 41-3
Moan. CoGp. 3ak. tom. vi. Jyx. Pera. (3718), pp. 324, 325.
* See above, pp. 15, 16, note.
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‘Wehave already alluded to Neale’s (Rev. John Mason’s)
writings on the Oriental Orthodox Church. Besides his
great work, ¢ A History of the holy Eastern Church,’
(London, 1850), dedicated to the Tsar Nicholas I., he pub-
lished, among others, a pamphlet with the tempting title of
¢ Voices from the East : documents on the present state
and working of the Oriental Church, translated from the
original Russ, Slavonic, and French, with notes’ (Liondon,
1859). The last of these documents, and that to which
our attention has been specially drawn, is headed, ‘ Ex-
positions of Faith employed by the Holy Eastern Church,
translated from the Russ of Macarius, Bishop of Vinnitza,
&c.’ (doc. viii. p. 209). After having spoken of the ¢ Or-
thodox Confession of the Catholic and Apostolic Church
of the East,’ and of the ¢ Letter of the Patriarchs of the
East,” both of which have been mentioned at the begin-
ning of this work,! Mgr. Makary, whom we have already
quoted several times, goes on in the following terms:—
¢ Besides these two general confessions, there are particular
confessions for particular cases as: 1. The oath of bishops.
Important as any oath must be as a matter of faith, this .
is so additionally, because he who pronounces it is a
man destined to be pastor and guardian of one particular
Church, because he takes it solemnly in the Church, in pre-
gence of a vast number of the faithful, and before an as-
sembly of prelates from whom he expects to receive Divine
grace for the purpose of preaching the word of truth, and of

JSeeding well the spiritual flock entrusted to kim. . > The
reader is sufficiently acquainted with this oatk, and with
the doctrine therein asserted relating to the government of
the Russian Church. Other remarks might well be made,
but as they are not strictly connected with our subject, we
pass them over in silence. Mgr. Makary then quotes:

? See above,p. 10. In Kimmel's Monumenta Fides, etc., the  Letter o.
the Patriarchs of the East’ has the title of Dosithei Confessio.
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¢ 2. Dogmatical questions to Jews and Saracens . .; 3.
The profession of faith pronounced by the members of
other Christian confessions . .; 4. The Formula of excom-
munication, composed of twelve articles, and pronounced in
Orthodoxy Week’ (Neale, pp. 213-14).

Let us pause here. This formula of excommunication
forms part of the so-called Office of Orthodozy,! which is per-
formed on the Sunday of the first weekof Lient. The original
Greek is due, according to the ¢ Historical Account of the
Liturgical Books of the Russian Greek Church,’? to the
Patriarch of Constantinople, Methodius (A.D. 846), and is
to be found in the Z'riodion.? Catherine II. seems to have
found it too long, and by a special ukase charged the ar-
chimandrite Gabriel, afterwards metropolitan of Novgorod
and St. Petersburg, to shorten and recast it, which order
having been complied with, the Russian Office of Ortho-
dozxy was first printed in its actual form in the year 1761.¢

The formula of excommunication was also reduced to
twelve articles, in which the greatest heresies which
afflicted the Church are pointed out, and their chiefs and
followers pronounced three times over to be excluded from
the Church. One of these articles runs as follows :—
¢ To those who think that Orthodox Sovereigns are not
raised to their throne by a special good pleasure of God
concerning them, and that at ¢he unction (pri pomazanii)
the gifts of the Holy Ghost are not poured out (izlivaiotsa)
upon them in order to the fulfilment of this great vocation,

' Yang npasociasif. It is printed in a separate book, under the
title of ¢ Tlocxbzopamie ¥» mexbiio npaBocaasia.’ The edition we
have made use of is that of Moscow, 1850.

* Hcropuaeckoe obospbmie GorocxymeGBBIXH KHHTH TPEKO-
poccifickoii nepkpE.  Kieff, 1836.

3 TpudBiov. Kupmxh s o éBBopddos Tff xvpiaxfi s dpBodotias.

* This account is taken from Eugenys CIoBapb HcTOpRUECKil, ete.
CnG. 1827, i. p. 83; and the Hcropmy. 06o3p. p. 191.
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and who, in consequence, dare to rebel against them and
to betray them, as Grishka, Otrepieff, Ivan Mazeppa, and
others like them, anathema ! anathema! anathema!’!

We altogether abstain from commenting on this ana-
thema, and hasten to make a last quotation from official
documents, in order to complete our work. Nothing has
been more pernicious to the Orthodox Church ¢f Russia
than the praises and approbation which the acts and
policy of her Tsars have met with, and that saying
of Tacitus, ¢ Pesstmum intmicorum genus laudantes’ (Agr.
xli.),has in no case, perhaps, been more strikingly justified.
Leaving therefore other writers to extol as they please
Peter’s ecclesiastical reform, and to cry out, with Theo-
phane Prokopovich: ¢ Behold, O Church of Russia, thy
David and thy Constantine!’* we will go on with our
own observations.

! IToMpimugIomuns AKk0 mpasociasesie locyzapm Bo3BoAaTCE
Ha TpecTodbl BE N0 0coGARBOMY O REXD Bomectsermyio Giaro-
BOJeHil0 B DpH moMasanim gaposamix Ceararo Jyxa K3
npoxomaenilo BEIHKaro cero 3BaHIA BD HHXD HE
H3IHBAOTCA; ¥ Takd JePEAOMAMS UPOTEBL HXD Ha GYHTH
1 uanbay, axo Tpumrs, Orpensesy, Hsany Masen’s, B npounns
nozo0mbiMb: anaeeMa. (Tpmmasi) YmED nmpas. ed Mosc.
1850, p. 8.

See Rajewski, Buchologion, etc., Theil IIL. p. 136; King, The Rites, etc.
p. 404.

3 See Lacryme Roxolane, seu de obitu Peiri Magni totius Rossia Impera-
toris brevis narratio, duaque de laudibus ¢jusdem divi principis orationes,
auct. Theophane Archiep. Novo-Grodensi (Revalise, 1726), p. 22. These
orations have been translated into English by Consett, TAs Present State,
&e., tom. ii. See p. 283.

Haigold’s admiration for Peter’s ecclesiastical reform soars almost to the
height of lyric poetry, though of a comical kind: ¢ Wie weislich scAuf er
(Peter) seinen Pabst (the Patriarch) in eine Synode wm; wie kiinstlich
flocht er das Band des Staats, der Kirche und der Kloster wieder, das der
Aberglaube zerrissen hatte!’—Beilagen sum meuverinderten Russland,
Band 1. Vorrede, p. 62, verso.
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The Russian code of laws has some articles concerning
the secret of confession. They are the following :—

(Criminal Code, book ii. divisions iii. and vii.)

Art. 245. ¢ Priests are forbidden to reveal, in giving
evidence, what their penitents may have said to them
in confession, except in the (following) cases’:—

Art. 598. ¢ If a man, in confession, discloses to his con-
fessor the existence of a plot against the honour and
health of the Sovereign, or of intention to excite re-
bellion and treason, and whilst he makes this disclosure
does not show repentance nor the intention of desisting
from it, but mentions it in confession solely in order that,
by the consent or silence of his confessor, he may be the
more confirmed in his criminal design, then the confessor
is to give information of this immediately, seeing that
such is not a legitimate confession, because the penitent does
not repent of ALL his iniquities.’!

We leave to the reader to judge for himself what must
become of the secret of confession if it be once admitted

} 245. CeamenEHKaND 3ampemaercd 00bARIATH BO CBRABrE b~
CTBO TO, 9T0 AYXOBHBIA HXB XBTH CKaxyTs EMD HAa HCOOBBAH,
HCEII09a8 cIydaeps (cei9ach) 03Ha9CHHBIXD.

598. Ecam xro mpr HcnopBgm 0GLABATL AyXOBHOMY OTRY
csoeMy 06 ympicxB ma wuects m 3xpasie Tocyzaps, mim o
nawkpenie mposssects 6yBTr B H3MbBRY, B OGBARIAA O TOM,
fe MOKakeTh packannis M HamBpeHis OHOe OTIOXHTH, HO efHEH-
creenno Hcmosbiyern o cemb, AaGbl cOriacieMh HIR MO19a-
HieMDh AYXOBHHEA BB HpecTynHomDd mnamBpemim csoens Gorbe
YTBEDABTLCA ; TO AYXOBHOMY OTHY AOHOCHTH O TOMT HENEAICHHO,
TakKb Eakb TakoBas Hcnobbib He ecTh mpaBmibHaa,
6o mcoosbimBaomiiica me o Bckx® Gessakomiaxs

cBomXxb KaeTcd. (CBoxp 3akoH. ed. 1857, tom. xv. 3ak. Cya.
Vroaopn. Ku. ii. Pasy. iii. p. 46, and Pasy, vii. p. 118.
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that the want of repentance for any sin not only prevents
the confession from being legitimate and true (which is
also the Catholic doctrine if the sin is a mortal one), but
moreover justifies the confessor in giving information of
such sin to others, at the command of the civil govern-
ment. But, to proceed. .

¢ Nevertheless’ (80 runs the following article, 599), ¢it is
the duty of the confessor, in giving such information, not
to reveal in detail what has been disclosed to him in con-
fession, but only to say that such an one, naming him,
and mentioning his condition, has an evil design against
the Sovereign or the State, and persists in it without
repenting. In consequence of this information the suspected
person must be immediately apprehended and put under
arrest. After he has been arrested, and the criminal pro-
cess against him has begun, the confessor is bound to
reveal all that he has heard concerning that criminal

.design, without any sort of reticence, in all details.’?

A note appended to these articles in the Russian code
of laws, refers the reader to the ukase of May 17, 1722
(4012), and to the Nos. xi. and xii. of the ¢ Appendix’ to the
¢ Spiritual Regulation.” In No. xi. the reader will find the
arguments alleged in order to tranquillize the conscience
of the priest. Besides the one already.quoted, and which
was incorporated in Article 598, the ¢ Appendix’ to the

! OzBaKoxb HAAICHHTH JYXOBHHKY, Bb TOMD 0GBABICHIH, HE
OTEpHIBATh HMEHHO IOKa3aHEOE HA HcnopBim, HO TOKMO BB
OBOMY CKa3aTh, 9T0 TAKOH-TO, NOKA3aBH €ro AMA H 3Bamie, AMB-

erb cioéi ymbicers mporash Iocyxaps mim Tlocysapcrsa &
nepacrasaHOe Kb ToMy Hambpenie; BB caBicrsie cero n3ph-
meHis, mogo3pbsaensiii HeNeAIERHO JOImERD GHITH B3ATH NOXB
crpaxy. Ilo B3aTim e ero H Havaris yroiosmaro crbicrsis,
AYXOBHEED 0043aHT Bce O TOMB 310Mb BamBpenin capimanmoe
osaBETH Gesb BCAKOM YTAlKH BO Beell 1OAPOGEOCTH, ib., art. 599



108 T%e Pope of Rome and thz Popes, efc. [Cr.l -

¢ Spiritual Regulation’ points out another taken from the
Holy Scripture.

¢ The priest’ (it is there said in No. xi.) ¢shall declare
all that he has heard of that villanous design, explicitly and
plainly, without any disguise or hesitation— for by this
declaration the spiritual person (the confessor) does not
discover a perfect (soverchennoi) confession, nor offend
against the canons (pravil), but rather fulfils Our Lords
doctrine, which teaches that, ¢If thy brother trespass
against thee, go and tell him his fault between thee and him
ulone; if he shall hear thee thou hast gained thy brother ;
but if he will not hear thee, then take with thee one or two
more, that in the mouth of two or three witnesses every
word may be established. And if he shall neglect to hear
them, TELL IT TO THE CHURCH.” (Matt. xviil. 16,
16, 17.1) :

- This is certainly an interpretation of Holy Scriptur
which needs no comment !

Those histories of Peter’s life and acts which have been
written out of Russia, when speaking of the establishment
of the Synod, commonly relate that, in an ecclesiastical
assembly, when some allusions had been made to the
Patriarchate as unsuppressed—*¢ I am,’ said Peter, ¢ your
Patriarch”—Some Russians have denied the authenticity

!. .. H6o cams obnaBicHieMd AYXOBHRED He 0OBABAETH
copepmennoii mcmopbiE, H Be mpecrymaerb NpaBEID, HO
eme Hcnoiwiers yienie I'ocmozme, Taro pederHOe :
‘ame corpbmuTs K3 Te6B Gpars TBOW, HAR H 0GIHIR
eromem sy 106010 B TEMT efmBbIND; ame TeGe mOC-
aymaers, npio6pbss ecr Gparta TBoero,’ H mpodas.
‘Ame xe ne nocaymaers, nopbmss Ifepksn.’ (Mare.
Ta, xviii. 15, 16, 17). Spir. Reg. Append. No. 11 Cons. pp. 187, 138, and
Hoan. Co6p. 3ax. tom. vi. (4022) p. 701.
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of these words, and we are, indeed, indisposed to make it
a subject of discussion. Still it is instructive to notice the
way in which the same fact is related by a Russian writer,
as having happened in the very first meeting of the
¢ Spiritual College’ (Synod).

¢ The idea, so says Nic. Polevoy, ¢ that spiritual matters
do not appertain to the authority of the Sovereign was
still so deeply rooted in men’s minds that, in the very first
session of the Spiritual College, some members dared
(osmelilis) to ask the Emperor: ¢ Is then the patriarchal .
dignity suppressed, although nothing has been said about it?’
—* I am your Patriarch (ya vash Patriarkh) exclaimed
angrily (gnevno) Peter, striking his breast. The ques-
tioners were dumb (umolki). The long habit of seeing
the Church governed without a patriarch kad this effect,
that the people accepted with submission the establishment
of the Spiritual College.’!

This account of Peter’s coup d’état (see above, p. 38)
was printed at St. Petersburg in the year 1843, and, be
it observed, not without the approbation of the censors.

No more is required, we think, to show that with the
Tsar who in 1843 ruled over Russia—¢ still abode the care
OF ALL THE PASTORS, and the guardianship of the flock,
and that Peter I. and Paul I’s dignity had in 1843 not
JSailed in their successors.”’ (See above, p. 80).

Now, before English Protestant divines we lay these
questions: Whether that Russian Church of which we
have spoken, bears sufficient marks of her being governed
according to the will of Jesus Christ? And if not,
whether she may confidently be relied upon as possessing
the fulness of revealed truth? That Russian Church,
we mean, which has been ruled by Peter the Great

! Her. Herpa Beimraro, cours. Hukoxas Iouesaro.
CnG. 1843, t. iv. p. 212.
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and the Voltairian Catherine II., that Church which
adopted for general use in the schools the Catechisms
of Prokopovich and of Platon, both which were judged -
by the Protestants themselves to be rather Protestant
than Orthodox; that Russian Church, which is spoken
of in the classical works of the Russian jurists ;—the
Russian Church, in a word, as she is represented in im-
perial ukases still in force, in the ¢ Spiritual Regulation,’
in the ¢Statute of the Ecclesiastical Consistories,’ and
the Russian Code of Laws.

Can Anglican divines safely and confidently, in the
spirit of union, hasten to greet and embrace this
Church ?

As T0o THE REST of the Oriental Orthodox Church, we
lay again before them the question: Whether the solemn
approbation given by her Patriarchs to the establishment
of the Synod; her forbearance in presence of the Tsar’s
encroachments upon their Church; her silence concern-
ing the Catechisms of Peter the Great and of Platon
being generally adopted in the Russian schools; the
way in which her writers! speak of Peter’s ecclesiastical
reform, and his successor’s acts, completing his work—in
a word, whether the Orthodox Church’s connivance at
the pretensions and dealings of the Tsars in the Russian
Empire does not constitute a serious charge against her ?
And the more so if one considers that, standing beyond
the limits of the Russian empire, her bishops had not to

! See, for instance, Meletius, Metrop. of Athens. ’ExxAnciacruch loropla
(Vienna, 1783-95), tom. iv. c. iv. § 10, pp. 32, 33.

For the bibliography of the Greek Oriental Orthodox Church see the
NeoeAAnruch $ihoroyla of Papadopulos Vretos, and especially Const. Satha’s
most useful work: NeoeAAnvich @iAoAoyla. —Bioypapla: &y &  rois
ypdupac: Sichaudrray ‘EANfiywr &xd Tis xarakboews Tis Bu{arrivns abro-
xparoplas pexpl Tis ‘EAAywiciis doveyepatas (1453-1821). ’Ev *A6fivas, 1868.
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fear, like the Russian, the ill-treatment and tortures by
means of which the Russian autocrat, more than once,
stifled not only attempts at, but even mere aspirations after
liberty ?' We search in vain for a single protest, or any
other act of the kind! But, moreover, she herself offers
such features as should lead English divines to ask again if
she is governed according to the will of Jesus Christ, and
consequently if they can safely and confidently embrace
her? We confine ourselves to some few statements con-
cerning, first, the Orthodox Church of the ngdom of
Greece, and then that of the Turkish Empire.

¢ On the 15th (27th) July, 1833, says J. M. Neale, ¢a
national Synod met at Nauplia, then the seat of govern-
ment, to devise some plan for the regeneration of the
Greek Church. It must be confessed that this body was
uncanonically assembled, owning no higher convocants
than Tricoupi, Minister of Worship, and Schinas, of Edu-
cation. The two following propositions? were presented to

} The striking contradiction between the condnct of the Patriarch of
Constantinople in 1722, when he solemnly recognised the Holy Synod of
8t. Petersburg, and the conduct of his successor, who in 1833, alleging
the violation of the holy canons, so strongly opposed the establishment of
the Synod of Athens, created gfier the model of the Russian Chwrch, could
not fail to be made a subject of reproach to the Church of Constantinople,
and so it has been. See further on, chap. ii. pp. 134, 135, note, and chap iii.

. 162.
P 2 These propositions form the two first articles of the * Declaration of the
Independence of the Greek Church” officially published by King Otho on
July 23 (Aug. 4) 1833. They read as follows :

1. ‘H 3p663otos *AraTorixh *Axoarorucd) "ExxAnala Tot Baoikelov 7iis ‘EAAD-
303, & Tivebpar: ph dvayrupi{ovoa EAAYY Kepardy wapd TOv Oepehiwrhy Tijs
Xpwriaviis xlorews Tdv Kipwoy xal Zwriipa Hudy "Incoiy Xpiordy, kard 3&
7d Si0ixnTindy uépos ¥xovoa dpxnydy vd» Baciréa riis ‘EAAADos,
s abfoxw xal &vetdpryros &xd wdoms EAAns &ovolas, Ppurarrouérns
&rapayapderov Tiis Soypariciis dvbrnros, katd T wapd waody Ty dpboddfwr

*AraToAixdy IKkAnaiLEy &véxaBey xpeaBeviueva.

- 2, ‘H iweprdry *ExxAncwacruch dfovola dvaxdxerai, Sxd THy rob Bac-

Adws xvpiapxlay, ds xeipas Jurdov Biaprois, pepobons Td Bvopar “ ‘lepd
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it, and in a free and private deliberation (members of the
Government having withdrawn), approved by thirty-six
prelates: —1. The Eastern Orthodox and Apostolic
Church of Greece, which SPIRITUALLY owns no Head but
the Head of the Christian Faith, Jesus Christ our Lord,is
dependent on no external authority, while she preserves
unshaken dogmatic unity with all the Eastern Orthodox
Churches. With respect to the administration of the
Church, which pertains to the crown, she acknowledges
THE KING 0¥ GREECE A8 HER SUPREME HEAD, as
in nothing contrary to the holy canons. 2. A perma-
nent Synod shall be established, consisting entirely of
archbishops and bishops, appointed by the King: to be
the highest ecclesiastical authority, after the model of the
Russian Church.” '  Accordingly, what, as regards the
Russian Tsars, we have been proving, with much trouble
and long research, as regards the kings of Greece was
fairly and plainly asserted by the national Synod of
Nauplia, composed of all the bishops of Greece! Besides,
the Statute-law (vouos xaracrarirds) of the Holy Synod
of Greece contains the following article: ¢ To the Holy
Synod there will be appointed by the King a royal
delegate, who, before entering on his functions, will take,
in presence of the King, the oath prescribed by law.
And since to the supreme royal authority, in which the
governing power is lodged, belongs also the inspection of
whatever happens within the kingdom, the royal delegate
has a mission to assist, without a vote, at every sitting of
the Holy Synod, and to countersign the original of what-
everis decided or put in force by the Holy Synod, whether
as concerns its internal or external affairs. Moreover,

ZbvoBos Tov Bacihelov Tijs ‘EANBos,” Nwolopouloa and Kakoulids, 2»:\»7»
&wdvray T@v véuwr, etc., Athens, 1859, tom. i. (49), p. 118.

! Neale (J. M.), 4 History of the Holy Eastern Church, Gen. Introd. i.
p. 60.
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every decision and act of the Holy Synod, taken in the
absence of the royal delegate, or not bearing his countersign,
will be null.’!

We are well aware, and are extremely glad to state
it on most reliable information, that in practice the King’s
interference in the administration of the Hellenic Orthodox
Church is by no means so extended and vexatious as to
be compared to that of the Tsar in the administration of
the Russian Orthodox Church. Let us, however, take
here notice of the fact that all the bishops of Greece,
assembled in a national council, have solemnly professed
to hold, as in nothing contrary to the holy canons,?
that, with respect to her administration (or government—
Siowenrixov) the Supreme Head (apynryds) of the Hellenic
Church is the King of Greece.

- FINALLY, as to the Greek Orthodox Church of the
Turkish Empire, the Church’ of the Patriarchates of
Constantinople, Alexandria, Antioch, and Jerusalem, the
following judgment was passed upon her by an eminent
dignitary of the State Church of England: «In Con-

3 Népos xaracrarcds Tijs ‘lepas Zuwddov riis *ExxAnafas 7iis ‘EAAdBos Tiis
9 "lovAfov, 1852, art. 6.

« + . Tlapd 75 ‘Tep3 2uréBe Siopi{eras Sxd Toi Bagikéws Bagirixds éxlrpowos,
Saris, xply § dvardByp Ta xabfixorra Sid Teb, 8(3ec vdwioy Tob Bagihéws TO¥ vevo-
wopévoy Spxoy Toi Snpoofov SwaArfirov, ’Exed) 3t els iy Sweprdryy Bagi-
Auchy dovolar, €'s hy draxéxeras 3 xvpiapxla Tod Kpdrovs &vfixes xmd #
éxoxrela &P’ SAwy T3y dyrds Tov Baoinelov yivouévew, 8 Bacihixds exirpowos -
¥xes 70 nabiixov yd wapevploxnras, dvev Yhoov, els Bras & yéve Tds ovve-
Bpudaets 1iis ‘lepds Zuwddov, xal »d wpoovxoypdpnras els BAa 18 wpwréruwa TV
wapd Tijs ‘lepis ZuréSov xBiBopévar dwopdoewy xal xpdiewr, dvayouéivar elre
els 18 dowrepicd efre els T& &orepixd abriis xabhxovra. Tdoa 3t &vépacis
 =pakis Tiis “lepRs Ivwédov, ywopérn &v &wovalg Tov Bacihikoi émirpbwov, #
uh @épovoa THy xpoouxoypadhy abrod elvas Exvpos. Rhalles, Of ‘EAAnwucol
xddixes. (Athens, 1856), tom. ii. p. 634 et seg.—ZvAroyh ete. tom. ii. (810)

P- 732 et seq.

i BSee Pitra, (Card.), Des Canons et des Collections mqmdortglm
grecque (Paris, Durand, 1858), pp. 35-37.
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stantinople the Sultan still exercises the right which he
inherited from the last of the Casars; and the virtual
appointment and deposition of the patriarchs still places
in his hands the government of the Byzantine Church—a
power, no doubt, more scandalous and more pernicious in
the hands of the Mussulman than it was in the hands
of the Christian despot, but not more decided and abso-
lute. And how high a place is occupied by the Emperor
of Russia will be seen,” &ec.!

Besides, in a Letter ¢ to all the Orthodox faithful of the
world’ (May 6, 1848), in answer to that of Pius IX.
‘to the Christians of the East’ (January 6, 1848), the
four Patriarchs of Constantinople, Alexandria, Antioch,
and Jerusalem solemnly profess to hold as follows:—
¢ Les patriarches d’Alexandrie, d’Antioche, de Jérusalem,
dans les cas extraordinaires et difficiles, écrivent au pa-
triarche de Constantinople, parce que cette ville est le
siége de I'Empire, et 4 cause de la préséance de ce siége
dans les Synodes; et si le concours fraternel remédie a
la perplexité, la chose en reste 13; sinon on s'en refére au
pouvoir temporel suivant les lois. Mais ce concours fra-
ternel, dans les affaires de la foi chrétienne, ne s’exerce
pas au prix de I'asservissement des Eglises de Dieu.’®

The temporal power or government (8iwiknais) here
alluded to is that of the Suitan. On the Sultan then

! Stanley (A.P., Dean of Westminster), Lectures on the History of the
Eastern Church, 4th. ed. (London, 1869.) Lect. I p. 41.

2 Ol MNarpdpxas Tis *AAetardpelas, 7iis *Avrioxelas, Ty ‘TepocoAvumy els
7& wapaddfws cupwecéyra xal Bvodievdérnra ypdpovow els Td¥ Kwvorarrwou-
wihews, B33 70 elvas Epar Abroxparopuchy, ¥ri B xal 31 70 Zuwodicdy
TpeoBeiov* xal e plv H &deApicd) oluwpalis Biopbdoes Td Siopbwréor, €3
Ixer el 8t ud), drayyé\eras 1d wpayua xal els Ty Awfcnowy xard Td
xabeoriora. Encycl., p. 60. Pitzipios’ L'Eglise orientale, part i. p. 140.

The above-quoted French translation is taken from the Lettre encyclique
de 8.8. le Pape Pie IX aux Chrétiens & Orient, et Encyclique responsive des
Putriarches et des Synodes de I Eglise d Orient, traduites du grec par le Dr.
Démétrius Dallas (Paris, 1850). Enc. resp. p. 51.
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devolves the final settlement of the questions which
cannot -be ended by the sentence of the (Ecumenical
Patriarch of Constantinople. One is entitled to ask
after this, if, when recently the Sultan himself undertook
to settle the question concerning the independence of the
Bulgarian Church, he did anything but exercise a right
solemnly conferred upon him by the representatives of the
whole Greek Orthodox Church of the Turkish Empire?

But, moreover, this policy, the recourse to the final
decision of the Sultan, is quoted by the Oriental Patri-
archs and their Synods in opposition to that followed in
the Catholic Church, and pointed out as the one which
does not trench upon the freedom and independence of
the Churches of God!

What a strange idea of ecclesiastical freedom and in-
dependence! It agrees only too well with the exaggera-
tions of the following address, presented to the Sultan on
the occasion of the concessions granted by him in 1853 to
the different religious communities of the empire. We
have translated it from the original Greek, as it may be
seen in the Greek newspaper, the ¢AGma,’ together with
the address of the Jews.
ddress of thanksgiving of the Ecumenical Patriarch, and

of that of Jerusalem, to the Ottoman Government.

¢The Greek patriarchs of Constantinople and Jeru-
salem, the metropolitans and bishops of the supreme order,
the principals of the nation, and the chiefs of the corpora-
tions (r@v ouvrexwmiv), subjects of the Sublime Porte,
submit the present address of thanksgiving at the feet (¢is
Tods m6das) of the most high and most just throne, and of
the most merciful autocratic threshold (8460pov), may it be
preserved (eln Sarnpovuevov) to the end of the world!
Our humble nation, which glories (o aeuvvvépsevor) in its
faithful subjection and submission to the autocratic Govern-
ment, be it blessed for ever! (fw elyerac aivwior) of His

I
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Majesty the Sultan, our master and benefactor, having
called together, in our patriarchate, an assembly of our
nation (yamsnw), in order to have there read, in pre-
sence of your servants, now in Constantinople, the metro-
politans, the principals of the nation, and the chiefs of
the different corporations, the Hatti Sheriff of His High-
ness, by which are confirmed the special conditions,
concessions, and spiritual privileges granted by the great
Autocrats and illustrious Sultans of everlasting memory,
&ec. . . . the undersigned were overwhelmed with infinite
joy and everlasting gratitude.

€It is beyond the range of our possibility, by act or
word, to make due acknowledgment for one only (xaé
povov) of the kindnesses, privileges, or concessions which
have been granted to our humble nation, in such a
manner as to attract the jealousy of the other nations (of
the empire), and make the glory of our own, ascording to
the usual compasssion (dk Tijs curibovs dvamraryyvias) of
His Imperial Majesty the most august and most powerful
Sultan, compassionate toward all, who is glorified by his
own deeds, benefactor of the world (7o dvepyérov Tod
xbapov), our peculiar benefactor, who is the ornament of
the crown of the Sultans, and who gains the admiration
of the whole earth by his bounties and by all his other
perfections («ai Tds &\has dvrob dvrehelas).

¢ All the*world knows (waclyvwaror) that the security
(dopdrera) and the tranquillity (jovyia) of all his subjects
are perfect (té\ewat), thanks to the protection, full of
justice, of the Imperial Government, to which is confided,
as a divine pledge (s Oetov dréyupov), the wellbeing and
contentment (dveous) of all the inhabitants of the empire.
Thus our nation considers, as the very first of its religious
and legal (vou/uwr) duties, to remain, with all its heart and
soul, for ever constant in its submission and subjection to
the Imperial Government, and to shed its last drop of
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blood for the august person of His Majesty; and night
and day it prays God the Almighty, with its women and
children, with uncovered head and shedding tears (*Evyeras
8¢ Siamrvpws eis Tov wavrodvvauov Ocov judpav Te xal vixTa
adv yuvaikl xal Tékvows, Saxpuppooiv Kai doxemi) Tiv Kepuliy
#xov), that He may preserve the august person of His
Majesty, our most magnanimous sovereign, on the throne
of the Sultanate of eternal duration, in good health (dryits)
and through long years, and preserve the ministers of the
Imperial Government, who are the intermediates of so
great imperial kindness, in honour and glory under the
gracious benevolence of His Imperial Majesty.

¢ We pray Your Highness to deign to take cognizance
of the present address, and to submit at the feet of the
most august Sultan (xal dmoBd\y els Tovs wddas Tobd Tpige-
BdaTov Zuktdvov), that shadow of God (tijs felas Tavrijs
axids), our perfect gratitude, and joy, and sincere thanks.’!

‘We hasten to conclude this chapter, Neither in Rus-
sia, nor in the Kingdom of Greece, nor in the Turkish
Empire are the bishops of the Oriental Orthodox Church
what, according to the doctrine of that Church, they
ought to be. In none of her three chief branches do they
really constitute the chief supreme authority ; in the King-
dom of Greece their authority is considerably lessened
and curtailed, and in the Russian Empire they scarcely
constitute any authority whatever.

) A0n»&, No. 1986, June 27, 1853, pp. 3, 4: Edxapiorfipwos roi

Olxovpericos Tarpidpxov xal T0¥ T@v ‘lepocoAvpwy xpds Thy ‘Obwparixiy
KvBépraw.
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CHAPTER II

THE ORIENTAL ORTHODOX CHURCH 1S REBALLY DIVIDED INTO SEVERAL
SEPARATE AND INDEPENDRNT CHURCHES AND EVEN PAPACIES, WHILST
CATHOLICS ADMIT ONLY ONE CHURCH AND ONE POPE.

ONE of the most striking instances of the misunderstand-
.ings by which mainly religious discussions are perpetuated
and increased, is afforded by the way in which the Catholic
doctrine of a visible head of the Church is spoken of in
the works of ¢ Orthodox’ divines, and generally whenever
Orthodox Russians or Greeks are treating of the Pope.
As many Protestants, even in our day, hate Catholicism
because, so they are told, Catholics pay divine worship to
the blessed Virgin; assume that, provided one goes to
confession, one can freely sin, obtain by money the re-
mission of sins, &c. &c.; 80 also many Orthodox Rus-
sians and Greeks have no better reason for repudiating
Catholicism than its ¢ monstrous’ doctrine of a visible
head of the Church, the Pope thus being an usurper of the
authority of Jesus Christ, a simple man thus becoming
invested with the attributes of God Himself, and the
Church thus being made to be double-headed. Now as,
in the first case, the Protestants we allude to do not hate
a Catholicism really existing, but an imaginary Catholi-
cism of their own ; so, likewise, the Orthodox Russians and
Greeks whom we have in view do not repudiate the true
Catholic doctrine concerning the Pope, but a fancied
Catholic doctrine, created, let us say, not by passion but
by want of acquaintance with the fact, or by prejudice.
Indeed, one cannot help smiling when listening to them,
especially when they represent the doctrine of a wvisible
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head of the Church as destroying her unity. Of the in-
numerable instances which one might bring forward of
such misconception of the true Catholic doctrine con-
cerning the Pope, we confine ourselves to quoting the
following :—¢ Jesus Christ’ (so says the Archimandrite
Makary, in his ¢ Orthodox Doctrine of the Oriental
Orthodox Church’)! < has promised that the Church shall
last for ever (Matt. xvi. 18); moreover He has declared
that He alone is the sole head of the Church (Eph. i. 22):
but the Church is a body (Coloss. i. 18); consequently
the Church will never fail, and will for ever have Jesus
Christ as her head, inasmuch as she is united with Him,
receives from Him spiritual life and being, and is by Him
governed and justified. Can the Pope do this—the
Pope, I say—that monarch of the Church, violator of the
holy equality against the precept of Jesus Christ (Luke
xii. 24), and usurper of the authority of Jesus Christ
(2 Coloss. ii. 4)? Among us there are to be found in the
Church only drothers, and not fathers.’?

How far the Pope deserves such epithets and qualifica-

! Ileprsr BocTouEbIA mpasociasHoe Yuemie. Cm6. 1783,
Ch. x. § 97, p. 114.

¢ De tous les Essais de Théologie dogmatique que nous avons mentionnés
jusqu'ici’ (says the other Makary, Bishop of Vinnitza), ¢ ceux que Ion
reconnait & juste titre comme les meilleurs comparativement, au point de
vue de la soliditd et de la plénitude, ce sont ceux de IArckimandrite
Macaire (&dit. 1783, 1790), de L. E. Trénée (Falkovsky) et Théophylacte
(Gorsky).” Théol. dogm. orth., trad. par un Russe (Paris, 1859), Introd.
p- 76.

? Momers 1m cie Ilana yawnurs, ITana, roeopio, MoHapxD
OHB MEPKOBHBIA, CBATATO PABHOAYIIiA BAapymuMTelh, NPOTHBY
sanosbsm Xpucrosoii. (JAyk. 12, 24.) B noxuturers Xpucropoi
practd. (2 Col. 2,4.) V Bacs mmuero »b Ilepksn kponb

Gpariit m orness mbrs. (Ilepk. Bocr. mpas. Yuen. p. 114.
. The passages of the Holy Scripture are only indicated by Makary, not
quoted. .
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tions will appear from what is stated by the same author
concerning the visibility of the Church. ¢ Jesus Christ
alone’ (so he says further on) ¢is the Monarch of the
Church, and she is His spiritual (duchovnoe) kingdom.
Of the faithful, many of them have already attained their
happiness in heaven, the others are preparing for it.
Hence the Church is divided into Church triumphant and
Church militant. Some of the militant Church walk in
sanctity, but others show only the exterior appearance of
Christianity. These form a visible Church, but the former
form at the same time the VISIBLE and the INVISIBLE
Church.”’— Accordingly, a portion of Jesus Christ’s spiri-
tual kingdom i8 formed by a visible Church. Now, to
cause this Church to be governed by a single man rather
than by a large number of men, each of them independent
ofthe others—can this be deservedly termed a usurpa-
tion of the authority of JEsUs CHRIST?? One might in-
deed speak of usurpation of the fellow-bishops’ authority,
but to represent the Pope as an usurper of Jesus Christ’s
authority in the Church, cannot be explained but by that
extreme misconception of the Catholic doctrine concerning
the Pope which we are just complaining of.

What is the Pope? The Pope is the visible head of
the visible portion of the Church alluded to by the Archi-
mandrite Makary. That the portion of the Church here
on earth counstitutes a visible society is clearly asserted
in the Catechism of Mgr. Filaret, whose words on this

' Cin Bagamyo, a T BMBerB m  HeBEzEMYI0 cOCTaBIIOTH
IeproBb. Ibid.atthe end : JorMarsr Borocaosckie, Nos. 76, 77, p. 139.

? It is well known that up to the definition of the Vatican Council on the
18th of July, 1870, the infallibility of the Pope was not obligatory on
belief as an article of the Catholic faith, and its non-acceptance did not
even prevent Catholics from becoming bishops. This divine prerogative of
the successor of Peter could not consequently be seriously alluded to in
1788 by the Archimandrite Makary.
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subject perfectly agree with those of the ¢ Catechism of
the Council of Trent’ ¢The Church,’ says Mgr.
Filaret, ¢ though visible so far as she is upon earth, and
contains all orthodox Christians living upon earth, still is
at the same time invisible, so far as she is also partially
in heaven, and contains all those that have departed hence
in true faith and holiness.”! On the other hand, the
Catechism of the Council of Trent, after mentioning the
two parts of the Church, called the one ¢the Church
triumphant,” and the other ¢ the Church militant,’ adds:
¢ We are not, however, hence to infer that there are two
Churches, but there are two constituent parts of the same
Church ; one of which has gone before and is now in the
possession of its heavenly country; the other following
every day, until at length, united with our Saviour, it
repose in endless felicity.” *

Now, since the Church on earth constitutes a visible
society, she needs an external government and visible
governors. Whatever the form of that government
might be, the appellation itself of chief or head of the
Church, applied to one single man, or to many men, can-
not possibly be spared, as aspecial word must necessarily be
made use of for designating the man or the men entrusted
with the external government of the Church. But neither
the Catholic nor the Oriental Orthodox Church has deemed
it necessary to avoid as heretical the word chief or head
of the Church when speaking of such men, and both
agree in applying to them the denomination of head (or
chief) of the Church. The Oriental Orthodox Church,
professing to believe that the bishops are the common

! The Longer Catechism, part i. ¢ On the Ninth Article’ in Blackmore's
The Doctrine of the Russian Church, etc. p. 76.

2 Catechismus Romanus ex decreto Concilis Tridentini, ed. Romee, 1845,
pars i. cap. x. *De Nono Articulo * quzest. 6 : ¢ Ecclesia militans et triumphans
una est,” pp. 59-60,
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rulers of the Church, applies the forementioned denomi-
nation to them ;' the Catholic Church, on the contrary,
professing to believe that above the bishops there exists
another divinely instituted authority commanding over
them, and causing the Church to be constituted into a
monarchy, specially applies the said denomination to that
supreme authority, and calls the Pope the head of the
Church. Yet to the Pope by the Catholic Church, just as
little as to the bishops by the Oriental Orthodox Church,
is such denomination applied in the same sense in which
JesusChrist iscalled kead of the Church. The catechismsof
the two Churches again marvellously agree in stating the
different meaning which that denomination bears when
applied to men and when applied to Jesus Christ.

¢ We are taught,’ so reads the ¢ Orthodox Confession
of the Catholic and Apostolic Eastern Church,’ ¢ that
Christ is the only head of His Church, according as we
are taught by the Apostle (Ephes. v. 23): ¢ For the hus-
band is the head of the wife, and Christ is the head of the
Church ; and He is the Saviour of the body.” And again
(Colos. i. 18): « He is the head of the body of the Church,
who is the beginning, and the first-born from the dead ;
that in all things He might have the pre-eminence.” How-
ever the rulers of the Church are called Heads (xeparai)
in their several Churches over which they are placed: dut
this is only as stewards and vicars (tomorepyral) of Christ
in His several provinces over which they are said to be
heads (keparai—rianu).’?

On the other hand, the ¢ Catechism of the Council of

! See chap.i. p. 11 and note, * Episcopi qui nequaquam abusive sed veris-
sime capitum instar suis presunt Ecclesiis’ (obx &v xaraxphioes &AAA xupless
&pxas xal xepards). Kimmel. Mowum. fid.—Dosithei Confess. Decr. x.
p. 437. In the Russian translation: riaps, HAYAIBHKH,

3 The Orthodox Confessiom, &c., in English (London, 1762), quest. 85,
P. 82, 83. Kimmel, Monum. M. etc., Confessio Orthod. p. 1568.
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Trent,’ after having said that ¢ The ruler and governor of
the Church is one, the invisible one indeed, Christ, whom
the Eternal Father kath made HEAD over all the Church,
which is His body (Eph. i. 22, 23); but the visible one
he who, as the legitimate successor of Peter, the Prince
of the Apostles, occupies the See of Rome,’! thus proceeds
to state in what sense the Pope is called the kead (caput)
of the Church: * Quest. XIII. (part i. chap. x.): How,
besides Christ, does the Church require one visible head ?
Ans. Should anyone object that the Church, content
with one head and spouse, Jesus Christ, requires no other
besides, the answer is at hand ; for, as we have Christ the
Lord, not only the author of every sacrament, but also
their inward giver (prebitorem) (for He it is that
baptizes and absolves, and yet He instituted men the
external ministers of the sacraments), so has He placed
over His Church, which He rules by His inward spirit,
a man to be the VICAR (vicarium) and minister of His
power ; for, as a visible Church requires a visible head,
80 our Saviour appointed Peter head and pastor of the
faithful of every sort, when, in the most ample terms, He
committed to him His sheep to be fed, so that He wished
His successor to have the very same power of ruling and
governing the whole Church.’?

Consequently, since the ¢ Catechism of the Council of
Trent,’ in speaking of the single supreme visible head of
the Catholic Church, designates him by the very same
expression of Vicar of Jesus Christ used in the ¢ Ortho-
dox Confession’ for designating the many visible heads
of the Oriental Orthodox Church—since the Pope, in the
same ¢ Catechism of the Council of Trent,’ is asserted to

' Catechismus Rom. ex decr. Conc. Trident. ib. queest. xi. : ¢ De notis verse
Ecclesiz, ot primo cur una dicatur,” p. 61.

* Ibid. queest. xiii.: ‘Quomodo preeter Christum Ecclesia uno capite
visibili indigeat,’ p. 62.
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be only the visible MINISTER of the government of the
Church, exactly as priests are the external ministers
of the sacraments, Jesus Christ still being the inward
giver of the sacraments and the inward ruler of the
Church—in a word, since the Pope is called head of the
Church in the ¢ Catechism of the Council of Trent’ 1N
THE VERY SENSE in which the bishops are called keads of
the Church in the ¢ Orthodox Confession,” we are entitled
not to pay any further attention to the unqualified impu-
tations that the Catholic doctrine respecting the Pope
¢ destroys the unity (!) of the Church,’ that ¢ the Pope
is a usurper of the authority of Jesus CHRisT, and
others of the same kind.

The Catholic doctrine being thus cleared from miscon-
ceptions and mistakes, the question is solely of the
number of those visible heads, who cannot possibly be
spared in the visible portion of the Church; in other
words, the question is one of the Church’s form of govern-
ment. Now, whilst the unity of her external and visible
organisation forms one of the chief features of the Catho-
lic Church, in looking, on the contrary, at the Oriental
Orthodox Church, we cannot help being struck by the
separateness of her visible organisation and the want of
unity in her external government. ¢ Why is the Church
one?’ it is asked in the Catechism of Mgr. Filaret, and
the answer is, ¢ Because she is one spiritual body, has one
head, Christ, and is animated by one Spirit of God. .
There is one body and one Spirit, even as ye cre called in
one hope of your calling ; one Lord, one faith, one baptism,
one God and Father of all’ (Eph. iv. 4, 6.)!

! Blackmore, loc. cif. On the Ninth Article,’ p. 77.

¢ The Orthodox Confession’ (quest. 83) says :—*The Church is one, holy,
catholic, and apostolic, according to the doctrine of the Apostle (2 Cor. xi. 2):
« T have espouséd you to-one husband, that I may present you as a chaste
virgin unto Christ.” For like as Christ is only one, so his spouse also can
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Thus far, the character of unity is equally claimed
by every one of the innumerable sects brought forth by
Protestantism. Each of them pretends to be a spiritual
body, to have one head, Christ, and, above all, to be ani-
mated by one Spirit of God. We cannot possibly believe
that the Fathers of the Council of Constantinople, when
they pointed out the UNITY of the true Church as one of
her four external characters or marks distinguishing her
from every pretended Church whatever, did not attach
to the word UNITY any more meaning than Mgr. Filaret
does.

In spite of this the Orthodox Church positively rejects.
the doctrine that unity in the visible organisation of the
Church is required in order to cause her to be one, and
positively states that her UNITY is expressed outwardly
by ¢ unity of creed, and by communion in prayer and sacra-
ments.’ !

A doctrine so analogous to that of Protestantism must
necessarily lead to consequences very analogous to those
of Protestantism. As Protestants—after having rejected
the visible head divinely appointed to the Church by
Jesus Christ—in order to exist, could not help calling

be but one; as is manifest from the Epistle to the Ephesians (iv. 5), “ One
Lord, one faith, one baptism, one God and Father of all.”’

In other words : the Church is one because she is one. An inquirer after
the one Church of Jesus Christ is no further advanced by such explanations
than before.

} Q. How does it agree with the unity of the Church that there are
many separate and independent Churches, as those of Jerusalem, Antioch,
Alexandria, Constantinople, and Russia ?

A, These are particular Churches, or parts of the one Catholic Church ;
the separateness of their visible organisation does not hinder them from being
all spiritually great members of the one body of the universal Church, from
lmvmg one head, Christ, and one spirit of faith and grace. This unity
is expressed outwardly by unity of creed, and by communion in prayers
and sacraments.

Blackmore, ibid.
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others to be visible heads over them instead of the Pope,
and either submitted to kings and queens, or, getting rid
of their authority and passing through manifold revolu-
tions, experienced the greatest variety of governors and
governments, the Oriental Orthodox Church also, whilst
rejecting, as contrary to the precepts of Jesus Christ, the
authority of the Pope of Rome, has, in fact, never existed
without some other Popes ;—moreover, in the stead of
bishops, kings and queens have ruled over her like
Popes—and revolutions and a variety of governors and
governments have equally formed, and still constantly
form, the history of the Oriental Orthodox Church. Let
us look attentively into such a fact, as, putting aside the
arguments taken from Holy Scripture and tradition, we
propose to confine ourselves to it, in order tq deduce
from it alone a special evidence of the divinely instituted
authority of the Pope. In this chapter we shall treat of
the Popes of the Orthodox Church, as we shall speak
in the next of her revolutions and variety of governments.

The Oriental Orthodox Church, we have said, had
never existed without some Popes. By Pope, we mean
here the visible, supreme, and independent head of some
special branch of the Oriental Orthodox Church, command-
ing not only the faithful (lambs) but also their pastors the
bishops (sheep),! and exercising jurisdiction over all of them,
without being commanded by them. The Pope of Rome,
with regard to the government of the Church, is all this,
and nothing else than this. Wesay : ¢ with regard to the
government of the Church *—as it is only the government of
the Church we are concerned with—and in order to pre-
vent misunderstandings, we add here some few words
concerning the different powers of the Pope.

} ‘Feed my lambs,’ said Jesus to Peter; ‘foed my sheep.’—John xxi.
15-17.
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In the Pope (of Rome) must be distinguished three
powers, the doctrinal power, the power of order, and,
finally, the power of jurisdiction. The doctrinal power is
that by which the Pope is constituted, according to the
expression of the Council of Florence, ¢ TEACHER OF
ALL CHRISTIANS. ¢ Infallibility’ is attached to the
Pope whenever (and only when) he exercises this power
under conditions constituting a definition ex cathedrd.—
The power of order is that which the Pope holds by
virtue of the KPISCOPAL CONSECRATION. This power
entitles him to consecrate priests and bishops, and to be
the ordinary minister of the sacrament of confirmation. —
Finally, the power of jurisdiction is that by virtue of which
the Pope is entrusted with the GOVERNMENT properly so
called of the Church, that is, with the supreme legislative
and administrative power over her. Other bishops
may indeed have been called by God to share in the
government of the Church, the Pope being just as much
unable to administer by himself the whole Church as a
king is unable to administer, alone and without aid from
other men, his particular kingdom. Yet this participation
of the bishops in the government of the Church no more
prevents the Pope from being their chief, than the
unavoidable assistance of local governors in the separate
provinces of a State prevents a king from being really
their king.

Now, of these three powers, the only one which is here
in question is the last, that is, the Pope’s power of .juris-
diction over the universal Church. The doctrine we have
in view is only that which has hitherto been the chief
obstacle in the way of the reunion of the two Churches,
and we shall indeed be happy if, supposing the recent
decree of ¢ infallibility * to constitute a new one, we may
by this book help toward reducing all causes of division
to the infallibility of the Pope. Let us, therefore, be
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faithful to our programme, and not engage in any con-
troversy which does not concern the Pope’s power of
Jjurisdiction over the universal Church.

‘We must, however, dwell a little on the Pope’s power of
order, as a great confusion of ideas generally prevails on
this subject. The power of order we have already defined
as that which the Pope holds in virtue of the episcopal con-
secration, and which enables him to consecrate priests and
bishops, and to be the ordinary minister of the sacrament
of confirmation. With regard to this power, the Pope is
on a level with the last bishop irn partibus, and the last
bishop in partibus, if elected Pope, has not in the least
increased his power of order. Moreover, the power of
order is essentially distinct and separate frora the power of
Jjurisdiction. The above bishops in partibus whom we
have just named have the first, without possessing the
‘second. Many apostolic vicars in mission countries are
invested with the second without possessing the first, as,
without being bishops, they exercise in their mission a real
Jurisdiction like that of bishops. Again, the power of
order i8 so separate even from the power of jurisdiction
over the universal Church, that one might, for a while, be
invested with the latter without being necessarily a bishop.
Let us only suppose the case that, on the death of a Pope,
the cardinals present at Rome, and invested, ad interim,
with the power of governing the Catholic Church, be all
either deacons or priests and none of them bishops. In that
case the jurisdiction over the universal Church, during the
vacancy of the Holy See, would be exercised by men who
do not even possess the power of episcopal order, and
who, besides, do not exercise the said jurisdiction (which
is extended also over bishops .of whatever rank) be-
cause they are priests or deacons, but because they
are cardinals. Finally, even a layman, if elected Pope,
is immediately, on his acceptance of the dignity, invested
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with the power of full jurisdiction over the whole Catholic
Church, and enters at once upon the exercise of it, with-
out needing for it the episcopal consecration, which is
only subsequently conferred.

One could hardly find, we believe, a better instance of
the practical difference and separateness of the two powers
of order and jurisdiction. What makes the Pope to be
the visible head of the Church is not his power of order
(on account of which, let it be remarked again, he is on a
level with the last bishop in partibus), but his power of
jurisdiction. The ¢ Tradition of the Syriac Church of
Antioch,” which we here beg to point out to our readers
as well worthy public attention, affords us, on that
point, passages in which the said difference between the
two powers and the special prerogative of Peter are
go clearly asserted and explained, that we cannot help
quoting two of them. ¢In the imposition of hands,” so
runs the first, ¢in the invocation of the Holy Ghost, and
in other episcopal offices, patriarchs, metropolitans, and
bishops are all equal, as Peter and the Apostles, his asso-
ciates, did all equally partake of the gifts of the Holy
Ghost and of the priestly order. For government, how-
ever, Peter (alone) was appointed head of his colleagues.
(John Bar-Wahbun, in “Expos. Sacram.” cap. 29, art.
15.)’ ¢The disciples,’ so reads the second passage, ¢ were all
Apostles; each of them had received the imposition of hands
from our Redeemer, all of them were made bishops; but,
for the sake of the government, Simon was appointed chief.’!

) The Tradition of the Syriac Church of Antioch, concerning the primacy
and the prerogatives of St. Peter, and of his successors the Roman Pontiffs,
by the most Rev. Cyril Behnam Benni, Syriac Archbishop of Mossul
(Nineveh), translated, under the direction of the author, by the Rev. Jos.
Gagliardi (London : Burns, Oates & Co., 1871), Nos. lxxiv. lIv. p. 57.

From this work, which, because of the new and striking evidence it
contains in favour of the Popes’ primacy and prerogatives, is so well adapted
to strengthen the faith of Catholics, we will add here the following pussage :—
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We ask the reader not to lose sight of the distinction
between the Pope’s two powers of order and jurisdiction,
as it is only by getting a clear conception of this distinct-
tion that he will be enabled to understand and discuss the
matter which we are dealing with in this chapter. We
proceed now to speak of the several Popes dividing among
themselves the government of the Oriental Orthodox
Church.

FIRsT OF ALL, what, we ask our readers, are the Tsar
of Russia and the King of Greece, if we listen to the docu-
ments discussed above and to the declaration of the Greek
bishops assembled at Nauplia on the 15th (27th) of July,
18332 Does the Catholic Church acknowledge in the
Pope of Rome a more extended power of jurisdiction than
that conferred upon the said Sovereigns by the Russian
and Hellenic Churches? However paradoxical such a
question might appear,some reflections will lead the reader
to conclude that the answer is by no means so obvious as
at first sight he may have believed.

¢ The Tsar,” =0 we are told in Platon’s Catechism, ¢ has
nobody on earth higher than himself, and is not subject to
any human law.” Where, then, are to be found the limits
to the extent of his jurisdiction over the Church? Isit
in the ecclesiastical canons? We have already examined
this question (pp. 56—62). Let it be so with regard to the
dogmatical canons of the Russian Church (the Pope also

¢ Christ Himself (so runs this testimony) did not confer the high priest-
hood upon the virgin John, full of zeal though he was besides, but on the
married Simon, who had also experienced weakness by denying him (xlvii.
p- 45)) Accordingly, on Peter wns conferred a Aiyh priesthood mot con-
Jerred upon John, though this latter was not only an Apostle like Peter,
but of all the Apostles was the happiest—the happiest one, ‘ whom Jesus loved’
(John xiii. 23, xx. 2, xxi. 20, xix. 27) ; who during the last supper *was
leaning on Jesus’ bosom’ (John xiii. 23, xxi. 20); and who, still lying on
Jesus' breast, had then dared to say unto him, * Who is it ?’ (John xiii. 26.)
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being bound by the dogmatical canons of the Catholic
Church), but as to the disciplinary ones, the documents
which we have discussed in the first chapter of this book,
and the most cursory inspection of the Laws of the
Russian Empire, must convince everyone that the Russian
Tsars never considered themselves bound by the dis-
ciplinary canons of their Church. And in doing so, not
only were they consistent with the doctrine virtually
contained in the Russian Catechisms (see above, pp. 90-2),
but they were also fulfilling a duty logically resting
upon them. In fact, the disciplinary canons of the
Church are, by their own nature, liable to be suppressed
or modified according to circumstances of time and
place, and whenever such changes and suppressions are
required for the welfare of the Church, the supreme
authority is not only entitled but even bound to effect
them. Now, since the Tsars must ¢ seek what is the best
Jor their people both in spiritual and temporal things,’
and since they depend on no one on earth, but are rather
charged by God to € overlook the pastors of the Church in
the discharge of their duties, whenever conscience sug-
gests to a Tsar that some canonical prescriptions have
become no longer good either for the Church or for the
"State, or that the episcopal jurisdiction ought to be re-
strained, or that modifications are to be brought into the
legislature concerning the impediments to marriage, how
could he refuse to obey his conscience? and where on earth
is to be found the authority by which he should be pre-
vented from bringing about whatever he may deem to be
best for the Church? Accordingly, the power of the Tsar
over the disciplinary canons of his Church follows as a
natural and necessary conclusion from the mission with
which the Russian Catechisms assert that he has been
entrusted by God. o

But, if not by the disciplinary canons of his Church,

K
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by what else can a Tsar’s jurisdiction’over her ever be
limited and restrained ? The answer is at hand in Platon’s
Catechism, and we have already quoted it: ¢ Who can
bind the conscience EXCEPT GoD, the searcher of hearts
and trier of the reins? And more particularly is it of
peculiar advantage for a Sovereign to be under the in-
fluence of a holy faith; because he, although subject to
no human laws, is thereby made subject to the law of
faith, and is thus preserved within the bounds of holy
justice.’! After this how could we be deservedly taxed
with exaggeration in stating that the Tsar had no more
limits to his power of jurisdiction over his Church than
the Pope has? Let us listen again to an author already
quoted by us, as one having a great aversion to exaggera-
tion: ¢ Pour ce qui est des fonctions extérieures du gou-
vernement de U Eglise,’? says Schnitzler, ¢ Pempereur les
exerce avec un pouvoir beaucoup plus étendu que celui du
pape. Il nomme & toutes les places, et ne s’est imposé
qu’une restriction toute volontaire en permettant au Saint
Synode et aux évéques de lui présenter des candidats ;
il a également le droit (indirectement exercé) de déplacer
ou méme de destituer tel prétre qu’l juge indigne de
ses fonctions. Cependant il ne s’est jamais arrogé celui
de décider en matiére de foi. Son influence est grande,
prépondérante méme, en toutes choses, mais il est moing
le chef de Eglise que son organe supérieur, son protec~
teur né, son tuteur si 'on veut; dans tous les cas il n’en
est que le chef séculier. S'il s'agissait d’étre juge dans un
débat sur des matiéres de doctrine, I'empereur renverrait
Paffaire au Saint Synode ou réunirait un Synode spécial, et
dans un cas majeur il enverrait prendre ’avis des quatre
patriarches d’Orient. Il ne se réserverait & lui-méme,

3 Platon’s Cateckism, translated by Pinkerton, ¢ The Present State of the
Greek Church,’ p. 171. See above, p. 89.

3 The power of jurisdiction could hardly be better defined than by
Schnitzler’s words : ¢ external functions of the government of the Church.
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directement que I’exécution de la décision rendue, de la
sentence prononcée.’! We have preferred to quote this
passage in extenso, as what Schnitzler says in order to at-
tenuate the effect made on the reader by his having pre-
viously likened the power of the Tsar to that of the Pope,

Y Les Institutions de la Russie, depuis les riformes & Alex. I1. (Paris, 1866),
t. ii. p. 66. Schniteler, on this point, refers the reader to Tourgeneff’s (Nic.)
work, La Russie et les Russes (Paris, 1847), tom. ii. p.280. The illustrious
Russian writer who had so glorious a part in causing the emancipation of
the Russian serfs to become finally a fact, did not bring to the discussion
of this point the sume amount of doctrine and thorough acquaintance with
the matter as distingnishes other parts of his work. He states that:
¢ Aucun autre titre (que celui de protecteurs ou défenssurs de I'glise) n'a
&4 jamais donné officiellement aux Tsars, et moins que tout autre celui de
chef de 1'Eglise, qu'on ne voit pas d’ailleurs qu'ils aient jamais pris.’
(p- 286). The reader knows that the Tear is officially termed ¢ Head of the
Church,’ in Paul I's Act of Succession, and in explaining this title, we
merely quoted Paul 1.’s ukase of November 3, 1798, and the Russian Code
of Laws. (See above, pp. 78-81, and note p. 91.) But what we were more
painfully struck by, is Tourgeneff’s misconception of the Catholic doctrine
concerning the Pope. After having said, ¢ L'Empereur de Russie est un
souverain complétement absolu ; sa puissance embrasse tout, la vie civile
du peuple comme sa vie religicuse; il commande & fow?, il régle ot ; il
‘permet, il défend, il ordonne,” he adds, ‘Mais le fait ne prouve pas le
principe ; or, en principe, le peuple russe, le clergé russe, ne reconnaissent
et n'ont jamais reconnu d’autre chef de I'Eglise que Jésus-Christ. . . .’ And
further on, ‘En effet, d’ott pourrait-elle naftre cette doctrine de tant de
gravitd, qui investirait un homme des attributs de Diew méme?’ (pp. 281-8).

What doctrine does the illustrious writer mean? The above-quoted
abstracts of the Catechism of the Council of Trent compared with those of the
Orthodox Confession and Filaret's Catechism, would certainly have prevented
him if he had only made the same comparison, from expressing himself on the
matter as he did. Nay, the Russian Church did always declare and profess
in her Catechisms, and on every occasion, that the only Aead of the Church
is Jesus Christ; but at the same time she did a/ways declare and profess
that the vistBLE portion of the Church, the MILITANT Clurch on earth, wants
an external government.—Now this external government must be necessarily
entrusted to some human being, vicar of the invisible Jesus Christ, and
minister of His power (see above, p. 191). In the Catholic Church this
¢human being’ is the Pope with the bishops under Aém; in the ¢ Exposi-
tions of the Orthodox Faith’ the bishops; in the Russian Empire, with the
consent of the Russian Church, the Tsar and the bishops unper Hin.

x2
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cannot but confirm the correctness of his statement, and
the thesis we have undertaken to prove. In fact, the
doctrinal power of the Pope, viz., his ¢droit de décider
en matiére de foi,” is not in question here; as even the
recent definition of the Pope’s infallibility did not add
anything to his previous ¢full power of JURISDICTION
over the universal Church.” What Schnitzler remarks
—that, at any rate, the Tsar is only the secular head of
his Church—shows that this writer, too, did not pay
sufficient attention to the distinction between the power
of order and the power of jurisdiction. The Pope is
called, and is, ¢ Pope,’ because of the lutter, and not
because of the former, in respect of which, let it be
repeated again, he is on a level with the last bishop in
partibus.  Finally, as to the Tsar’s deference to the
Oriental patriarchs, to which Schnitzler alludes, see what
we have said in Chapter I. pp. 33—-38. Accordingly the
Tsar’s jurisdiction over his Church has the same limits as
the jurisdiction of the Pope, of which last we shall speak
again further on. Depending only on God, having
nobody on earth higher than himself, being subject to
no human law, the Tsar is preserved only by faith within
the bounds of holy justice. Yet, whilst the man acknow-
ledged by Catholics as entrusted with the power of
ruling the Church independently of everyone but God,
is enabled to discharge the formidable duties of ¢head of
the Church,’ by the special graces attached to the episcopal
consecration, the same power is conferred in the Russian
Orthodox Church on whomsoever happens to obtain the
throne of Russia—even on women, even on such as
publicly protect, honour, and encourage the leaders of
impiety and.incredulity. It was, perhaps, the feeling of
the terrible responsibility resting on the Tsars, which led
the Russian Orthodox Church to create a kind of eighth
sacrament in favour of the Tsar, by pronouncing ¢ana-
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thema’ against those who €think that Orthodox Sove-
reigns are not raised to their throne by a special good
pleasure of God concerning them, and that at the unction
the gifts of the Holy Ghost are not poured out upon them,
in order to the fulfilment of this great vocation, and who, in
consequence,dare to rebel,’ etc. (See Chap I. pp. 102-103). -

What the Tsar is in Russia, the King of Greece was
unanimously proclaimed by all his bishops to be in his
kingdom. ¢ The Eastern Orthodox Apostolic Church of
the Kingdom of Greece (it is said in the proclamation of
the independence of the Hellenic Church), which spiritu-
ally (& Ilvedpate) does not recognise any other head but
the founder (fepehiwriv) of the Christian faith — our
Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ—as regards the govern-
ment of the Church has for her chief (dpxnyov) the
King of Greece.'—Indeed, one is tempted to believe that
the Greek bishops assembled at Nauplia on the 15th
(27th) July, 1833, when being about to write down their
declaration, afterwards inserted in the ¢ Royal Proclama-
tion’ of July 23rd, 1833, had beforehand caused to be
read in their presence the above-quoted (p. 121) lines of
the ¢ Catechism of the Council of Trent’: ¢Jesus Christ
has placed over His Church, which He rules by His inward
Spirit, a man to be the vicar and minister of His power,
for (as)a visible Church requires a visible head, &c. . . .’
Let it only, instead of ¢ Eastern.. Church of the Kingdom
of Greece,’ be said, ¢ Catholic or Universal Church,’ and
instead of ¢ The King of Greece,’ be said, ¢ The Successor
of Peter, and the first article of the said ¢ Proclamation’

1 *Ey Mveduars ud) dvayvopi{ovoa EAANY kepardy wapd TOv Ocuerwwrhy Tis
xpwriayuchs wlorews Td Kipior xal Swriipa fuer Ingodr Xpiordv, xatd 3¢ vd
BiotknTindy pépos Exovoa &pxnydy Tdv Baciréa viis ‘EAAdYos...
(Asarhpulis wepl 7iis dvefaprnaias Tijs "EAAruchs *ExxAncias. See above, pp.
109-111. .
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would express THE PURE CATHOLIC DOCTRINE CON-
CERNING THE GOVERNMENT OF THE CHURCH. Ac-
cordingly, the King of Greece is, with respect to the
government of the Hellenic Church, her visible head.

‘Where, then, are to be found the limits to the exercise
of his jurisdiction? He also is bound by the dogmatical
canons of his Church (just in the same way, let us repeat,
as the Pope is by the dogmatical canons of the Catholic
Church) ; but with regard to the disciplinary canons, we
may apply to the King of Greece whatever we have just
advanced in reference to the Tsar. To be chief of the
Church is to depend on no being on earth, but on God,
and to be entrusted by God with the care of ordaining
what one deems to be best for the Church. Therefore,
whenever the Hellenic King’s conscience causes him to
judge some canons to be of no use, and their abrogation
or derogation to be required for the welfare of the Church,
nobody on earth can prevent him from acting according
to his conscience. The King’s personal character may
indeed make him accessible to advice; but only let a man
like Peter the Great ascend the thronme of Greece, and
none can foresee to what extent he would consent to have
himself bound by ancient laws enacted in the first cen-
turies of the Church, when society presented an aspect
so different from its modern one. Men like Peter the
Great are not conservative, and the respect for antiquity
and the practical wisdom of our ancestors in faith, is not
likely to form a characteristic feature of anyone who
would strive to imitate that Russian Tsar.!

! Some Grecks may object that the Acts of July 1833 were corrected
by the XuwéBicos Téuos of the Church of Constantinople (see further on
P- 160 et s¢q.),and the Néuos xaraasraricds Tiis ‘lepas ZuwéBov Tis *ExxAnolas
Tiis 'EAAdBos (see above, pp. 110-111) of 1852. Baut as that Concordat with
the Church of Constantinople has never been honestly earried into execution,
we need not here discuss its value. The ZuréBixos Téuos recognised the
independence (airoxepanela) of the Hellenic Church, but on the condition
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Here we are met by an objection. Above the Tsar and
the King of Greece, we are told, there exists an authority
admitted by both of them as being superior to them, and as
having the power of enacting even disciplinary canons bind-
ing them: there exists still above them an Ecumenical
Council, whilst the Pope is asserted to be higher than that
Council itself, A few words will show the real weight of
such an objection. First of all, who in the Oriental Ortho-
dox Church has the power of assembling an (Ecumenical
Council? The way in which Orthodox divines speak of
the convocation of the seven General Councils admitted
by their Church, clearly and plainly shows that this power is
not acknowledged as appertaining to any particular bishop,
of whatever rank. Still in consequence of having lost
the dogma that the ecclesiastical power is quite indepen-
dent of the civil, the Oriental Orthodox Church shows
herself quite unable to answer, in a satisfactory way, this
elementary question. We have already, after the very
words of Filaret’s Catechism, likened the Oriental Ortho-
dox Church to a confederation of separate independent
States, which all agree in not acknowledging any au-
thority entitled to enact laws to bind them all, except
a Congress or Diet of the representatives of the different
States. Yet the Oriental Orthodox Church finds herself
in a still worse condition than such a confederation. In
fact, in the statutes of any such political confederation
of independent States, the question is constantly foreseen

that the Synod of Athens is to govern her according to the divine and sacred
canons, freely and without hindrance from any secular interferencs’ . .
yvupl{ovoa Zowodoy . . . . Biokoioar T& Tis dxxAnclas xard Tods Oelovs xa!
iepods xavbras l)\wolpus ml dxorbros &xd wdons xoouis éweuBdoews.
Obrew 3 xal éxt Tolrois xabiorapévny 3id vov wapbrros Zuvodwxod Téuov THy
lepdy & 'EANES: ZtwoBoy, dmywdonoper abripy, ete. (‘O 2vréBixos Tépos, in
the Greek newspaper the ’A6ya,’ No. 1707, August 14, 1850, p. 2.
These words, in the mouth of a Patriarch of Constantinople, are well
worthy of consideration.
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and resolved, to whom it appertains authoritatively to as-
semble the said Congress or Diet; whilst in the ¢ Cate-
chisms’ and ¢ Expositions of Faith’ of the Oriental Orthodox
Church the question is still pending, and will, very likely,
remain pending for ever. A recent most striking instance
of the correctness of our statement is afforded by the convo-
cation, on the part of the (Ecumenical Patriarch of Con-
stantinople, of an (Ecumenical Council of the Oriental
Orthodox Church for settling the question concerning
the independence of the Bulgarian Church. The Holy
Synod of St. Petersburg (instead of the Russian bishops)
answered that, though it regretted the Sultan’s interference
in this affair, it deemed the assembling of an (Ecumenical
Council to be unnecessary. A good encouraging example,
which any one of the separate independent Churches
composing the Oriental Orthodox Church will not, at the
proper opportunity, fail to imitate !

Moreover, if we listen to some expressions of the
Greek-Russian liturgy, of the Orthodox Divines, and,
above all, of the Encyclical Letter of the Oriental Patriarchs
(May 6, 1848) in answer to that of Pius IX. (Jan. 6,
1848), and addressed to all the Orthodox, the number of
the (Bcumenical Councils is fixed for ever. The seven
(Ecumenical Councils, admitted by the Oriental Orthodox
Church, are likened to the seven pillars supporting the
House of Wisdom (Prov. ix. 1), and to the seven seals
of the Holy Ghost (Apoc. v. 1).! Now, as neither the
number of the said pillars, nor that of the seven seals

13 Cette piéts filiale envers notre mire commune (I'fglise) est la source de
notre obdissance 4 la véritd et & la doctrine marquée des sept sceaux de
UEsprit (Apoe. v. 1), c'est-d-dire, les sept Conciles ccuméniques. . . .
Les vénérables Conciles ecuméniques, ces sept colonnes de la maison
de la Sagesse, ont pris naissance dans notre foi et dans nos pays.’—Leitre
encycl. de 8.8. Pie IX, et Encyclique responsive des Patriarches et des
s,,aodaartgtmd'mwma, 1860), Enc. resp.§ 16,p. 56,and § 21, p. 63.

See also Macaire, Théol. dogm. orthod., Introd. pp. 17, 18, note.
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sealing the mystical book spoken of in the Revelation of
St. John, is likely to be increased, it would appear that
no other (Bcumenical Council of the Oriental Orthodox
Church is ever to be held in future.—Yet what, above
all, shows plainly how little the Tsar of Russia and
the King of Greece have to fear from any (Ecumenical
Council, is the circumstance that no Council whatever
can be held without their consent. Let us suppose that
not only the (Ecumenical Patriarch of Constantinople,
but also those of Antioch, Alexandria, and Jerusalem
urge with great earnestness the convocation of an (Ecu-
menical Council ; let us even suppose that the bishops of
the Kingdom of Greece and of the Russian Empire are
willing to attend it, the veto of the Sovereign who, listen-
ing to his conscience, deems it to be of no use, but rather
pernicious to the Church, will still be sufficient to prevent
their pious desire from being carried out. The Oriental
Patriarchs have no jurisdiction whatever either in Russia
or in Greece, and their wishes or will in disciplinary
matters have no claim whatever to be listened to when in
collision with the will of the Sovereigns of the two
countries.

Finally, let us remark again that the disciplinary
canons are by their own nature liable to be suppressed
or modified according to circumstances of time and place,
and whenever such changes or suppressions are required
for the welfare of the Church, the supreme authority is
not only entitled, but even bound, to effect them. The
application which Orthodox Sovereigns have in time past
made and which they still make of this principle in deal-
ing with the existing canons of THE SEVEN (ECUMENICAL
CounciLs admitted by them,' is the surest pledge of the

! With how great earnestness, for example, do the canons of the (Ecume-
nical Councils, confirming the prescription of the thirty-seventh canon of the
Apostles, urge the convocation of Provincial Councils twice, or, at least,
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similar line of conduct they would follow with regard to
any future disciplinary canons of future (Ecumenical
Councils of the Oriental Orthodox Church.

We must now pass to the Oriental Orthodox Church
of the Turkish Empire. Here, at least, we are happy to
say that the heads of the Church of whom we are going
to speak, are not kings or queens; they are bishops.
Though, being aware of the influence exercised by the
Sultan in the affairs of the Greek Orthodox Church of
his empire, and of the right conferred by %er upon him
of settling disputes which the authority of the Patriarch
of Constantinople is not able to end,! we prefer not to
lay much stress upon this point, and will rather suppose
that the Sultan does not even exist.

The four Patriarchates of Constantinople, Alexandria,
Antioch, and Jerusalem constitute four separate and in-
dependent Churches, each of them under the authority of
his own patriarch.? We dare not say that to the four
Oriental Patriarchs may be fairly applied whatever we
have just stated concerning the extent of the jurisdiction
of the Tsar and of the King of Greece in ecclesiastical
matters. First of all,the Patriarch of Constantinople being

once a year! Are those canons listened to? See the first (Ecum. Council
(of Nicea) can. 6 ; second (of Constant.) can. 2; fourth (of Chalcedon) can.
19 ; sixth (of Constant. in Trullo) can. 8.

1 See Chap. L. pp. 112, 118.
" % Q. What hierarchical authority is there which can extend its sphere of
action over the whole Catholic Church ?

A. An (Ecumenical Council.

Q. Under what hierarchical authority are the chief divisions of the
Catholic Church? ’

A. Under the most holy Patriarchs, and the most holy Synod.

Catech. of Mgr. Filaret, part i. ‘On the Ninth Article’ Blackmore,

. 83.

P See also the question quoted above, p. 128, note.— Q. How does it agree
with the unity of the Church that there are many separate and sndependent
Churches, as those of Jerusalem, etc. ?
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at the same time the civil chief of all the Greek subjects of
the Sultan, his influence must necessarily be felt, in eccle-
siastical matters also, by the three Patriarchs of Alexan-
dria, Antioch, and Jerusalem. It would be little advisable
for them to do anything in open contradiction to the
ecclesiastical canons, as this would assuredly give the
Patriarch of Constantinople a pretext for urging on the
Government to depose them, as perturbators of the
national religion.! Moreover, even as to the Patriarch
of Constantinople himself, there are many restraints laid
upon him also by the very circumstance of his being
at once the Patriarch of the new Rome, and the repre-
sentative to the Government of a special nationality
distinguished only by the religious belief of those who
belong to it.? Finally, considering the concurrence of
the patriarchal Synods (composed of bishops) in the
administration of the general affairs of the patriarchate,
and, to some extent, even the rights conferred, in certain
cases, upon simple bishops, we freely grant that we are
not entitled to call them Popes, or supreme independent
heads, each in his own patriarchate.

' See M*** d’Ohsson, Tahleau général de Vempire ottoman (Paris, 1824).
¢ Berat, ou Diplome d'investiture d'un patriarche grec de Constantinople,
tom. v. p. 120.

% It is well known that when the Turks took possession of Constantinople
in 1453, the conquered nation was offered the alternative of conversion to
Islamism with the rights of citizenship and all the privileges of ‘¢rue
belisvers,’ or of retaining their own religion and civil rights upon condition of
becoming tributary, and therefore inferior to their conquerors in political
and social position. The various populations then composing the Byzantine
Empire formed in consequence different separate communities ; and the same
diversities of language, of manners, and of religion still continue to distin-
guish them from the people with whom they are incorporated. The Greeks,
the Armenians (divided into United Armenians and independent Armenians),
and the Jews, compose four communities, designated by the name of Millets
erbea, and represented to the Government by their religious chiefs.

See Ubicini, Letters on Turkey, transl. by Lady Easthope (London, 1856) ;
Madden, The Turkish Empire (London, 1862) ; etc.
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Yet, treating them as constituting together a sort of
Oligarchy, and even admitting that they may naturally be
repelled by what seems to them the prodigious develop-
ment of the Roman papacy, we must still remark that
they cannot avoid the necessity of choosing between one
development and another ; if they will not have the Pope
of Rome, they must have, or be liable at any time to have,
the lay-popes of Russia and of Greece, and even among
themselves they have, in their own way, gone even
further than Rome has ever gone in setting the patri-
archate above the episcopate. The Popes have never
been reconsecrated when bishops before their election to
the papacy, but when a fifth patriarchal chair was erected
at Moscow, Jeremiah, Patriarch of Constantinople (1589),
and after him also Theophane, Patriarch of Jerusalem
(1619), themselves, with their own hands, in spite of the
68th Canon of the Apostles, reconsecrated a second time
those who were raised to it.! ¢ There needed a double
grace to be Patriarch,’ remark, on that point, after the
documents of the time, A. N. Mouravieff and Mgr.
Filaret, Archbishop of Tchernigoff,? both forgetting whilst

" See Mouravieff, Hcr. Pocc. Ilepk. CnG. 1840, pp. 175, 235, 409,
and its English translation, by the Rev. R. W. Blackmore (Oxford, 1842),
pp. 129, 176, 308.—Mouravieff, Caomenia Poccin ¢s Bocrokoms no
Abiams neprosasiMb. Co6, 1858, tom. i. pp. 210, 342.—Zampelios
(Spiridion), Kabf3pvois Marpiapxefov év ‘Pwooia (Athens, 1859), p. 19.—
Kopuyas Knmra (ed. 1816), p. 18 verso ef seq. etc.

Of the ten Patriarchs of Muscow (1589-1700), four were twice consecrated
bishops ; the first Patriarch, Job, even thres times. The fact is stated by
the Patriarch Nikon himself (1653-1667), in his Replies of the humbie
Nikon, by the mercy of God Patriarch, against the Questions of the Boyar
Simeon Streshneff, and the Answers of the Metropolitan of Gaza, Paisius
Ligaridis, pp. 14, 15. This precious manuscript was translated from the
Russian, and lately published (London : Triibner & Co.) by W. Palmer,
M.A., of Magdalen College (Oxford), author of Dissertations on Subjects
relating to the * Orthodoz’ or * Eastern’ Catholic Communion (London, 1853).

* Cyry6as Gaarosars HymBEa Oblia BBICHIEMY HacTHIPIO
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writing, that, according to the doctrine of their own
Church, the sacrament of order, like the sacrament of
baptism, cannot be conferred a second time.!

Let us also add that their Oligarchy, taken as a whole,
constitutes a true separate and supreme government, far
less dependent, if possible, on the Churches of Russia
and Greece than these have shown themselves to be with
regard to the four patriarchates. Again, we need hardly
remark, when we think of what has actually occurred,
that the Greek Church of the Turkish Empire is by no
means s2cured at any moment from seeing one or other
of her Patriarchs transgress the limits of his power, and
either by getting rid of that limited authority over him,
which in certain cases i3 allowed to his fellow-patriarchs,
or by dealing with them as their chief, become a real
Pope. The language of the Patriarch of Constantinople
(and naturally, as he is the first) often resembles that
of the Pope of Rome. For instance, he professes to have

Iepksa. Mouravieff, p. 175 (Blackmore p. 129).—Filaret, Hcr. pyce.
mepKsa, mep. iv. p. 9.

1 *Exrifnos 3¢ Td Bdwriopa xal xapaxtipa dveldAerwrrov, Boxep xal }
lepwotrn. Kabds ydp &3bvaror, Tdr adrdv 3ls lepwalrms Tuxeiv Tiis adbrijs
obrus &30varoy &vaBawrrigbivai, etc.—Kimmel, Monum. fid. Eccl. Orient.—
Dosithei Confessio (or Letter of the Patriarchs of the East on the Orthodox
Faith) decr. xvi. p. 456. See also Macaire, Théologie dogmatique orthodoze,
tom. ii. part v. § 240: ¢C6td visible du sacrement de l'ordre, ses effets
invisibles et sa non-répétition,’ p. 590.

It is worthy of remark that both Russian and Greek writers take care
to prevent us from even supposing that the reconsecration to which we
allude was not a real consecration. ¢ The whole order for the consecration
of a bishop,’ they say, ¢ was repeated over the elected Patriarch’ (Mouravieff,
4. cit.)—* without any change’ (drev oddemas xaworoulas), adds Zampelios
(Spiridion) loe. cit. )

After this, one might perhaps say, in order to excuse the Oriental Ortho-
dox Church, that the reconsecrations of the Patriarchs of Moscow have all
preceded the Synod of Jerusalem of 1673, in which the *Letter of the
Patriarchs of the East on the Orthodox faith’ was drawn up. But has
not, then, the Oriental Orthodox Church created a sew dogma in 16727
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been entrusted by God with “the care of all the Churches.”
The extent of this care, and the way of practically showing
solicitude for the welfare of all the Churches, is a matter
only of personal appreciation and of circumstance.

We go on now to the conclusion which follows from
what we have been saying.

In Chapter I. we have stated that nowher: in the
Oriental Orthodox Church of Russia, Greece, and the
Turkish Empire do the bishops constitute the supreme
authority in the Church. Here we state, after what
we have hitherto proved, that the Oriental Orthodox
Church is really divided into several separate and
independent Churches, and even Papacies. But if so,
the real difference between the Oriental Orthodox and
the Catholic Churches as to the government, properly
so called, of the Church, is practically reduced, as we
have undertaken to prove, to a difference in the number
of her independent visible heads, vicars of Christ—in other
words, of her Popes. Whilst the Catholic Church admits
only one of them, the Oriental Orthodox Church assumes
that they may be several; whilst the Catholic Church
is still constant in acknowledging the supreme power of
JURISDICTION to be in the Bishop of Roine, the Oriental
Orthodox Church confers it according to circumstances—at
one time on single bishops—at another time on patriarchs
—at a third on kings and queens; finally, whilst the
Catholic Church is constituted into a single Papacy, the
Oriental Orthodox Church is constituted into a number of
separate and independent Papacies.

1, .. ‘Huels ol éNép Ocod THy dxoarorinhy uépiuvar IAZON vé»
¢xxAnoi&y draSeSeypuévor, xal Tiis wepl abras olxovoulas krelbey duwemicrev-
uévor Thy B.axelpnow . . . . Letter of the Patriarch of Constantinople,
Anthimoe, concerning the independence of the Hellenic Church, see ‘O Zuro-
Bixds Touos A wepl &AnOelas (Athens, 1852), p. 606. Of this book we
shall have more to say further on.
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‘Which, now, of the two Churches, we are entitled to
ask our readers, more truly answers to the images by
which Jesus Christ represented His Church—to a house
governed by a single father of a family, to a flock ruled
by a single pastor, to a kingdom ruled by a single king ?
And can it be assumed that the doctrine asserted in the
Orthodox Catechisms concerning the external unity of the
Church comes from Jesus Christ? Rather is it not from
the time in which this doctrine began to prevail, i.e. from
Photius’ patriarchate, that the dogma of the Church’s
independence of the Stute, each being supreme in its
own proper sphere,! begins to disappear in the teach-
ing of the Oriental Orthodox Church? And at the
present day, with the exception of what directly concerns
faith, has not the power of jurisdiction over the Church
even been asserted to appertain to kings? What dreadful
progress towards complete abdication of all the rights
which Jesus Christ has conferred upon His Church!
To that progress, and to the remarkable coincidence
of the great Oriental schism with the enslavement of
the Oriental Orthodox Church, we call the attention of
our readers, as to a first fruit borne by the denial of
the Church’s external unity of government as a mark
of the true Church of Jesus Christ. We purposely
say ‘a fruit, since if it be once admitted that the
Church, though externally broken up into many par-
ticular Churches dependent only on an (Ecumenical
Council, still remains the one Church of Jesus Christ,
there is no more any reason why every Christian king
or queen should not transform the Church of his or her
State into a national one, and give it such laws as, the

1 Bee above, p. 75, note, and Papp-Seiligyi (Jos.) Enchiridion juris
Eoclesi Orientalis Catholice.—M. Varadin, 1862. 8vo. pars 1, § 180.
¢ Limites utriusque sacra et civilis polestatis,’ p. 288.
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ABSTRACT articles of faith still being preserved, may better
suit the exigencies of their political system. Can, now,
a doctrine which, in its logical and necessary deduc-
tions, as well as by an experience of a thousand years,
has proved so highly pernicious to the Church, be safely
ascribed to its founder, Jesus Christ ?

But there is also another fruit of the same doctrine
which, just as little as the enslavement of the Church,
can be produced by a doctrine coming from Jesus Christ !
This i8 ¢ revolution.” Let us examine it.
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CHAPTER III

THR ORIENTAL ORTHODOX CHURCH 1S LIABLE TO ANY REVOLUTION,
JUST A8 CIVIL SOCIETIES ARR.

IN ORDER to prevent misunderstandings and misconcep-
tions, we must state beforehand in what sense we use
here the word revolution. By revolution we mean every
violent change in the form of government of a society,
whatever its causes and consequences may be—whether
arising from within or from without. Just as, when speak-
ing of the civil and political history of peoples, one gene-
rally designates as revolutions the violent changes of
government encountered by them during their existence,
8o we also designate as revolutions any analogous trans-
formations in the government of the Oriental Orthodox
Church. Often, in civil and political history, revolutions
are followed by enslavement ; this is equally the case with
the Oriental Orthodox Church. Yet in this chapter we
take into consideration the fact alone of revolution, as our
purpose here is to show that ¢ there is no stability what-
ever in the government of the Oriental Orthodox Church.
In order now to appreciate to its full extent the danger
of revolutions, to which the want of external unity of
government constantly exposes the Oriental Orthodox
Church, we need only look at what is passing every day
in political society, and examine to what political revolu-
tions are owing. When does a revolution occur? When
people are, or fancy they are, ill governed, and when
they see, or fancy they see, their ruler overstepping the
limits of Aés rights and encroaching upon theirs. Revo.
L
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lutions are always and solely the result either of real or
of fancied incapacity and abuses of power in rulers; and
insurgents never fail to justify themselves by alleging the
bad administration of the Sovereign, and by thus repre-
senting their act as a legitimate, though vinlent, attempt
to rectify his abuses and to regain their rights.

How far, now, may it be expected that religion should
interfere and prevent a revolution? As far as religion
makes both people and kings more attentive to the fulfil-
ment of their duties than jealous of the preservation of
their rights, thus causing virtue to interfere on both sides
in the determination of their reciprocal rights and duties.
Without virfue the most clever and elaborate political
‘constitutions will constantly prove insufficient to prevent
a single revolution, as no political constitution whatever
is able to prevent rights and duties from coming into
occasional conflict. Yet religion itself is not likely to
obviate all revolutions. A heavy and terrible responsi-
bility rests upon those who create a revolution, and the
more 80 as, even admitting the legitimacy of their griev~
ances, they are bound to weigh before God the relative
value of their forfeited rights and the comsequences,
though but the probable ones, of the revolution they are
meditating. Besides, many virtues may strictly forbid
what justice alone might perhaps seem to consent to ; in
a word, no grave theologian would presume to give a
rash and perfunctory decision even as to the theoretical
legitimacy of a revolution. All this is true, but still there
are circumstances which lead people to be deceived as to
the lawfulness of a revolution. Moreover, since the appre-
ciation of such circumstances depends on men (and these
have long ago chosen to rid themselves of the arbitra-
tion of that supreme authority which, in former times, was
regarded as invested with the power of settling disputes
between peoples and their Sovereigns), men, even without
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taking into account their passions, are still liable to mis-
take the extent of the violation of their rights, and to
form a wrong judgment, resulting in a revolution.

Now, what happens in politics cannot fail to happen
also in religion, on the assumption that Jesus Christ him-
self did not determine who ought to be entrusted with the
supreme authority in the Church. In religion also, as in
politics, rights and duties may come into conflict; justice
too may seem to consent to a violent recovery of one’s
rights ; here also, in a word, revolutions may threaten ;
and the more 80 as religious prejudices and passions have
always proved to be the worst and most indomitable.
Yet, if this may be generally asserted of every religious
society the chief of which is not acknowledged as having
been appointed by God Himself—this is especially true
with regard to the Oriental Orthodox Church. The
reason lies in the fact that those very conflicts between
rights and duties which may result in revolutions are
constantly impending over the Oriental Orthodox Church
on two sides at the same time. Not only has she to fear
the rebellion of her sons, but she must also constantly
be on her guard lest her government be overthrown or
absorbed by the secular power. Her condition, on that
account, is like that of a State threatened at the same time
by dissensions from within and by a conquest from with-
out; yet,being constantly exposed to both those dangers,
she is hardly more secured against them than civil societies
are. Instances of the twofold revolutions to which we
allude, and of the impotency of the Oriental Church to
prevent them, are plentifully afforded by her own history.
Let us notice two—the first taken from Russia, the
second from Greece.

The so-called reformation of Peter the Great was, in
fact, nothing else than a revolution originating in cone

L2
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tinual conflicts between the civil and ecclesiastical powers.
Peter the Great himself took care to make this known
to the world: let us quote his words: ¢ This is an argu-
ment of great weight and moment (in favour of the esta-
blishment of the Synod), that a nation has no suspicion
or apprehension of tumults and sedition from a conciliary
(svbornoe) government, which yet it has too just cause
to fear from a single spiritual ruler (the Patriarch of
Moscow). For theignorant vulgar people do not consider
how far the spiritual power is removed from (gaznstvuict)
the regal, but, in admiration of the splendour and dignity
of a high-priest, consider such a ruler as a second
sovereign, equal in power to the king himself, or above
him, and imagine the spiritual order to be another and
better sovereignty : and thus the vulgar do usually think
with themselves ; and if seditious disputes of some aspiring
ecclesiastics are set on foot, they take fire like dry stubble;
their silly minds are so biass’d with these conceits, that
in every affair they regard not so much the prince as the
high-priest; and on the report of a quarrel between
them, they blindly and distractedly adhere to, and take
part with the spiritual rather than with their civil ruler;
and impudently gather together, and raise a tumult in his
defence, and—poor, miserable men—flatter themselves
that they come together for God’s service, and do not
pollute their hands, but sanctify them, when they proceed
even to the shedding of blood.

¢ They are no eimple, but a crafty part of a kingdom,
that greatly rejoice in this disposition of the people; and
being disaffected to their sovereign, and observing a mis-
understanding between him and the priests, embrace this
opportunity as most favourable to the execution of their.
malice, and, under a pretence of zeal for the Church,
make no scruple to lift up their hands against the Lord’s
anointed (the T'sar, not the Patriarch). The commonalty
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are excited to this impiety as to a work of God, especially
when the chief pastor is puff’d up with a great opinion of
himself and will not rest quiet ; ’tis miserable to reflect
what calamities will hence ensue. And we are not only
capable of making this conjecture in our thoughts, which
God inspires us with, but it has very often been demon-
strated in fact in many countries, and is particularly
manifested in the history of Constantinople down from the
reign of Justinian to this time. And the Pope effected
8o great things by this means, he did not only overthrow
the Roman Empire, and grasp a great part of it himself,
but more than once has almost shaken the power of other
dominions, and threatened them with the last destruction ;
to say nothing of the like contentions that have been
amongst us. In a conciliary spiritual administration
there is no place for such a mischief’; to wit, on the pre-
sident himself, the great and extravagant applauses of the
people are not therein bestowed ; nothing more than the
titles of eminence and respect: there are no high opinions
of him, nor can flatterers exalt him with immoderate
commendations, for what is well done in such an adminis-
tration cannot be ascribed to the president alone. The
appellation itself of president is not an arrogant one, for
it denotes nothing more than one that presides (predsedatel,
one that sits before, or in presence of others); for which
reason he cannot think highly of himself, nor others think
so of him. And when the nation is farther convinced
that this synodical power is established by a law of the
monarch, with the advice of his Senate, they will entirely
acquiesce under it, and lay aside all hopes of having
their seditions supported by the assistance of the spiritual
order.’!

With the € great things effected by the Popes,’ to which

' Spir. Reg.part i. § 7; Iloan. CoGp. 3ak. tom.vi.; Ayx. Pera.
p. 317 ; Consett, pp. 18-21.
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Peter refers, as well as with the calm procured to the
Russian Church by the establishment of the Synod, and
which might perhaps be likened to the calm succeed-
ing agony, and preceding death, we are not at present
concerned. So we now only point out the fact that the
overthrow of the Patriarchate of Moscow and the conse-
quent revolution effected by Peter in the Russian
Orthodox Church were due to conflicts between the civil
and ecclesiastical powers. And with such conflicts the
Oriental Orthodox Church is constantly threatened. In
Russia and Greece, it is true, thanks to the complete ab-
sorption of the ecclesiastical into the civil power, she may
enjoy, for some years, the calm spoken of by Peter; but
wherever she has preserved a shadow of independence, she
is permanently in danger of revolutions, like that accom-
plished by the Russian autocrat. And what can she oppose
to them? Isshe able to say, like the Catholic Church, non
possumus? Can she allege, without condemning herself,
the precept ¢ Date Cesari que sunt Cesaris et que sunt
Dei Deo’—* Render to Casar the things that are Casar’s,
and to God the things that are God’s’ (Matt. xxii. 21)?
or is she entitled to make an appeal to the conscience of
the faithful for the maintenance of rights she has so
willingly, in other countries, conferred upon kings ?

The second revolution to which we alluded, as an in-
stance of such originated in the Oriental Orthodox
Church by the rebellion of her sons, is afforded by what
took place in Greece. At the time of the Hellenic war
of independence, the Church of Greece was subject to
the Patriarch of Constantinople. As soon as the Greeks
had succeeded in delivering themselves from the dominion
of the Sultan, they became equally desirous of getting
rid of the spiritual jurisdiction of the Patriarch of Con-
stantinople. They did not wait for his consent. In spite
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of his strong opposition, the independence of the Hellenic
Church was unanimously proclaimed by the bishops
assembled at Nauplia on the 15th (27th) July, 1833,
no less than seventeen years before the Patriarch of Constan-
tinople had given his consent thereto (29th June [11th
July] 1850). In the meantime, the Hellenic Church
behaved just as if the Patriarch of Constantinople did not.
exist. Moreover, when the celebrated Svrodixos Topos,
or the solemn act by which the Patriarch Anthimos,
at the request of the Greek Government helped by the
good offices of Russia, finally consented to recognise the
independence of the Hellenic Church, was made known,
instead of calling forth praises and thanksgivings, it en-
countered from some the most bitter criticism. Though
granting his confirmation to the independence of the
Hellenic Church, the Patriarch pointed out the uncanoni-
cal nature of their existing organisation and what changes
were necessary to justify his recognition (see above, p.
134, note). In all this, moreover, he spoke with full con-
viction of the past rights of the Patriarchs of Constanti-
nople over the Hellenic Church, and used the language
of a father towards children, granting them some conces-
gions, but not all they required. No more was needed
in order to arouse a storm of contumely against the iepos
Svrodicds Topos (Holy Synodical Volume). A complete
refutation of every word contained in the Touos was shortly
after undertaken, and appeared in 1852, in Athens, under
the title of ¢ The Synodical Volume, that is, On Truth.’!
The very first words show what the refutation is. They
read as follows :—¢ We have written against the Volume of
the Synod of Constantinople. Yet, the Synodical Volume
is termed holy, most holy, admirable! Oh, impiety |’ etc.?

1 ‘O Zuwodixds Tépos, # wepl dAnbelas—Ey ‘Abfvaus Téwois NixoAdov
*Aryeridov. 1852. 8vo.
3 *Eypdfauer xard 700 Tépov 7iis owélov viis & Kwrorarrwovméres
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" - But what, in this refutation, deserves more attention
are the principles laid down in it. We refer our readers
to the chapters ¢ On the Unity of the Church’ (Ilepi &vornros
dxx\naiaaTicis, p. 161) and ¢ On the Jurisdiction of the
Archbishop of Constantinople over the Hellenic Church’
(ITepl Swcarodooias Tois Kwvoravrvovmohews dpyiemionomov
&mi tijs ‘EXAquiciis éxxhnalas, p. 219). The following is the
general conclusion of the last quoted chapter: ¢ According
to the dogma of faith and the order of the Catholic Orthodox
Church, as it has been handed down from the beginning,
the Church of every State is entitled to be governed by
an ecclesiastical authority of her own, without being
subject to the Archbishop and (Ecumenical Patriarch of
Constantinople, or to any other of the existing patriarchs.’?
A little before the same author had spoken in the following
terms of the jurisdiction of the Patriarchs of Constanti-
nople over the Hellenic Church. We preserve the same
difference of type of the original Greek : ¢ From all the
particulars, in fine, which we have compendiously stated,
what is the proper conclusion? That the Church of
Greece was NEVER subject CANONICALLY to the
Archbishop of Constantinople, NEVER was dependent
upon him CANONICALLY ; NEVER was the Arch-
bishop of Constantinople the PROPER CANONICAL
Archbishop of that country.’?
exAnolas. *AAN & Zuwodicds Téuos Aéyeras lepds, lepdraros, mpocrvnrds!
*Q &oéBeal ete.

J. T. Pitzipios, in his ¢ L'Eglise orientale’ (Rome, 1855), speaks of this
same book, but giving it the title of *Arrirouos # wepl dAnbelas, iv. p. 67,
note. The author of it is the Archimandrite Pharmakides.

! Kard 1 3bypa 1iis wlorews xal Thy dvéxaley wapadedeyuévny Tdfww Tis
‘kabolsxiis ékxAnalas Tay pbodétoy BévaTar warTds Kpdrovs % *ExxAnoia
vd xvBepyaras Sxd ilas dkxAnoiacTiniis &pxiis xwpls ¥ Sxdxetas els Td¥ Tis
Kwvorarrwovnéhews dpxiexiononor xal olxovuerindy warpidpxny, § els Aror
T TRy dwapxdrrav xarpupxdr, p. 272.

2 *E} Sowr Aoiwdy év ovrréuy elroper, 7§ cuuwepalverai; “Ori %) 'ExxAnofa
7iis ‘EAAddos OTAENOTE iwmerdxfy KANONIKOX 7§ dpxiemonimy Ttijs
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Finally, as a last illustration of its contents, we quote
the following passage concerning Peter’s revolution in
the Russian Orthodox Church. It will at once, should
any of our readers have called in question the exactness
of our statements when speaking of the establishment of
the Synod, bear evidence to whatever we may have
affirmed on that subject.

“But the clearest demonstration of deceit, fraud, and
artifice is seen in what follows. The autocrat of Russia,
the glorious Peter the Great, when he had suppressed
BY HIS OWN AUTHORITY the patriarchate (of
Moscow) which had been constituted by the common
eentence and agreement of the four Patriarchs of the
Eastern Church, set up in its place the Most Holy
Governing Synod. Having appointed it on the 25th of
February [? January], 1721, by letter of the 30th of Sep-
tember he informed the Church of Constantinople of his
proceedings. The autocrat’s letter to this Church is nearly
identical with that of the Hellenic Council of Ministers,
‘Whence is it, then, that, the conduct of Russia and that
of Greece being almost identical, the Church of Con-
stantinople being still the same, the Holy Ghost the
same, the declaratory letter the same, yet the conduct of
the Church of Constantinople is in all respects different,
and her reply quite another!!! Why? Because,’ &c.’

Kwvorayrovwéhews, OTAETIOTE é&tfipryro ¢ alrot KANONIKQZ, OTAE-
TIOTE #rov obr0s avrijs OIKEIOX KANONIKQZX &pxuexioxonos, lbid. p. 271.
VPANAG Tijs &wdrws, Tob S6Aov xal Tiis émiBovAdis Tpavwrdry &wddelis
xal Tovro. ‘O abroxpdrwp Tifs ‘Pwocfas, & &oldyuos Térpos & Méyas, xarap-
Yhoas AYTTEEOYZIQZ 71Hhy xuwrii yvdup kal cvykarabéices Tdv Tesodpwr
warpiapx@v Tiis 'Avarohuis éxxAnalas xaracrabeicar warpapxlay, driryeper
els Td» Téxov abrijs THy &yiwrdTny ioicovoay Zivodor. Karacrhoas 3¢ adriy
Thy e PeBpovaplov Tob qyxa’ Erovs, THy A’ Tob ZewreuBplov Tob abrod érovs
drhyyere Thy adrod wpafw wpds Thy & Kwvoravrrwovsdhe éxxAnofav. ‘H
=pds abrhy dmioToA) 100 abroxpdropos elvas ) abTh axeddy T émioTOAf 70
Ao Swovpywod ovuBouAlov. “Ofer %) pwooixh xal % EXAnvuch wpafis
oxeddy 3 abrh, ) & Kevorarrwevréhe dexanola i abrh, 7d Eyior Mvedpa 70
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Such quotations need no comment. The seed of all
revolutions, and the previous apology for them, are both
to be found in this book. The jurisdiction of the
Patriarch of Constantinople is there discussed in such a
way a8 to incite other provinces, still under the same
jurisdiction, to call it in question, and, after the example
of Greece, to refuse to obey it. Moreover, the ecclesias-
tical jurisdiction being made a matter of historical dis-
cussion, no patriarch, no metropolitan, no bishop what-
ever is secured from some day witnessing a portion of
his flock withdrawing from him, on account of some
ancient document showing the primitive illegitimacy of
some predecessor’s jurisdiction. Finally, the principle
so plainly and vigorously asserted in this book, that the
Church of every State is entitled to make herself inde-
pendent, necessarily puts the Oriental Orthodox Church
on a level with civil societies, and causes ecclesiastical
jurisdiction to be dependent on the success of arms and
the cleverness of conspirators.-

In fact people never stop at theory, as, should anyone
doubt of it, recent events have too evidently proved.
The good example thus set by Greece could not fail
to find sincere appreciators and zealous imitators. Some
years later Prince Couza'! tried to do the same in Rou-
mania, and, in more recent times, the Bulgarian Church,
in alleging historical rights of independence on the Patri-
archate of Constantinople did nothing else than reduce
to practice the lessons she had been taught by the Archi-

adrd, § Layyedrich dmorord 3 abrh, xal % wpafis Ths & Kwrorarrwovwére
dxxanaias xdorp Sidpopos, kal 5 &wdrrnots ¥Arn xal EAAR !l Ak 7l; Awbre
x.1.A. ‘O Zuroducds Téuos, pp. 596, 597.

) Striking observations of the Patriarch of Constantinople, the Synod
of Russia, the Russian Government, and the Russian newspapers, upon
Prince Couza’s reforms in the Roumanian Church, are collected in the above-
mentioned book of F. Gagarin, Le Clergé russe, p. 248 et seq.
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mandrite Pharmakides in the second part of his book,
‘O Zwvrvodwcos Topos % wepl dAnbeias, Chapter I. <On
Unity in the Church’(p. 161 et seq.), and Chapter V. ¢ On
the Jurisdiction of the Archbishop of Constantinople
over the Hellenic Church ’ (p. 219). Nay! the fate of the
Oriental Orthodox Church will undoubtedly be in the
future what it has been in the past: enslavement, with
revolutions. :
The chief independent authorities which actuall

share among themselves the government of the Oriental
Orthodox Church are of human institution. Of human
institution are the Tsar and the Synod of St. Petersburg;
of human institution are the King of Greece and the
Synod of Athens; of human institution is the present
oligarchy formed by the four Oriental Patriarchates of Con-
stantinople, Alexandria, Antioch, and Jerusalem. Now,
what men have made men can destroy. Why should the
canons of the (Ecumenical Councils concerning the rights
of the four Oriental Patriarchs deserve greater reverence
and greater respect than many other canons of the same
Councils, long since set aside? Or do the Synods of St.
Petersburg and of Athens (not to speak of their sovereigns
as ‘ heads of the Church ’) deserve more consideration than
the rights of the former Patriarch of Moscow, and the
Patriarch of Constantinople? The utility of such institu-
tions for the welfare of the Church is only a matter of cir-
cumstance ; let circumstances change, let political events
suggest as more suitable to the condition of the Orthodox
faithful other forms of ecclesiastical government, other
partitions of the ecclesiastical jurisdiction, and the
Oriental Orthodox Church will undoubtedly show herself
no less pliable to circumstances in the future than she
has done in the past. Why, again, if it be granted that
Jesus Christ left to her the care of constituting herself in
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such a way as might best suit the interests of the faithful—
why should she not be ready to pass through the most vary-
ing forms of government? In the patriarchates she is
constituted into a monarchy, in the kingdom of Greece
(not taking into account the King) she is governed by the
half of her bishops, in Russia (to say nothing of the Tsar)
the democratical element is already strongly represented,
as of the seven members of the Synod two are not even
bishops.

And might it not, moreover, become a duty for her
to consult, in this respect, the tendencies of the different
epochs, and to conform herself to them? Accordingly, why
might she not, at the present day, form herself into a re-
public?  Is there a wider interval between a patriarchate
and a Russian synod than between such a synod and a re-
public? It would hardly be possible for her to act in future
in greater opposition to her own doctrine than she has done
in the past. Since WOMEN have ruled over her, since
laymen have been entitled to exercise such an extensive
and vexatious control over her bishops, why should the
inferior clergy be excluded from sharing largely in the
government of the Church? And should any one refuse
to admit the possibility we are now pointing out, we need
only refer him to what happened in the year 1833 in the
kingdom of Greece, when Greece was about to carry into
effect her plans of ecclesiastical independence. The subject
was fairly discussed in the public papers, and many of
them, says an historian, demanded ¢that not only the
bishops should be consulted, but also the archimandrites,
and even representatives of the hieromonachs and deacons.
Some papers, moreover, urged that the matter should be
discussed in a general national assembly.”! 1s there then

1 ¢ Auch die éffentlichen Blitter endlich fingen an sich in diese Angele-
genheiten zu mischen. Ein Blatt, der Xpéros, das Blatt der sogenannten
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a wide interval between a national assembly discussing
matters of ecclesiastical jurisdiction, and the ecclesiastical
republic we are alluding to ?

- But if an Orthodoxz ecclesiastical republic is not beyond
the limits of possibility, what is equally within those
limits is that the whole Orthodox Church should be con-
stituted into a monarchy, with a single visible head, who,
still as Vicar of Christ, should rule over her. Let only
the cherished dream of Russian patriots be realised, and
Russia have conquered all the countries of the Oriental
Orthodox Creed, and another Tsar, like Peter, feel com-
pelled by his conscience to apply also to the newly
conquered: portion of the Oriental Orthodox Church the
¢ Spiritual Regulation,” the Holy Synod, the Synod’s
Chief Procurator, and the ¢ Statute of the Ecclesiastical
Consistories ; —would not, in this case, the whole
Oriental Orthodox Church, through the mere military
successes of Russia, be constituted into a monarchy ?
And would she not, moreover, then offer to the world the
spectacle of a Church rejecting as a heresy the doctrine
of a single visible head of the Church, and herself being at
the same time ruled by such an one? And if such a lay
Pope should ever become openly heretical or an active
partisan of rationalism, or if he should be ever replaced
by an irreligious oligarchy, or by an infidel republic, or
even by an atheistic commune itself —which events are all

Capodistrianer, sprach ganz im Sinne des aus Russland und vom Berge
Athos gekommenen Prilaten und Monchs, gegen die zu ergreifenden
Maassregeln. Die andere Blitter waren zwar dafiir, nur wollten sie nicht
allein die Berufung der Bischdfe, sondern auch noch der Archimandriten,
sogar dis Beruyfung von Reprisentanten der Priester—Monche und Diakone.
Sie verlangten ausserdem noch éffentliche Berathung. Manche sogar die
Beryfung einer Nationalversammlung, um iiber diesen hochwichtigen

zu entscheiden.’—Maurer (von), Das griechische Volk in offent-
licher kirchlicher und privat-rechtlicher Besichung (Heidelberg, 1835), Band
ii. 167.
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equally possible—at what a disadvantage would ' the
Christian, not to say Orthodox minority, find itself, when
it had to re-assert, against the only ezisting authority, the
right of a Christian society to exist and to govern itrelf ?
‘What would be the ground to be taken, and by whom ?

Let us, before concluding this chapter, point out
another sad feature of the Oriental Orthodox Church.
Not only is she unable to obviate such great revolutions
as those to which we allude, but she is equally unable
either finally to settle disputes of jurisdiction between
bishops and bishops, or even effectually to prevent
rebellions of the inferior clergy sgainst their superiors.
Nowhere in the Oriental Orthodox Church is there to
be found an authority whose judgments in matters of
Jurisdiction necessarily bind, without future appeal, the
conscience of the claimants. The limits of jurisdiction
between bishops and bishops, and between bishops and
their clergy, being a matter of ecclesiastical discipline and
policy, contests must necessarily arise. Now unless
some one be acknowledged as invested by God with the
power of giving and withdrawing jurisdiction in such a
way that what he gives or withdraws be incontestably (as
to the validity of the sentence) given or withdrawn by God
Himself, contests about ecclesiastical jurisdiction become
of the same nature, and encounter the same fate, as any
other contests for the possession of a real or asserted right.
In other words, the only means by which the Orien-
tal Orthodox Church is able to settle such disputes are
mutual agreements or compromises—to be relied upon as
far as human nature may warrant. Human nature can-
not be bent by force; so long as persuasion is wanting,
virtue or the force of exzternal circumstances alone can
prevent those who believe themselves unjustly robbed of
a right, from exercising it. If a bishop of the Turkish
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empire, whose quarrel with a neighbour-bishop has been
settled by a decree of the Patriarch, or a firman of the
‘Sultan, is not convinced of the lawfulness of the judg-
ment, who and what can bind his conscience to submit to
the decision whenever he can safely attempt to regain
his lost rights? And what we say of the quarrels be-
tween bishops and bishops may be equally applied to
disputes about jurisdiction between bishops and their
clergy. The removal of bishops at pleasure by the
sovereigns, the occasional withdrawing of a portion of &
bishop’s flock from his jurisdiction because of mere poli-
tical events which alone bave changed the limits of his
diocese, and above all the public and emphatic disregard
shown, more than once, by rebellious subjects for the
jurisdiction of their legitimate pastors, and subsequently
sanctioned and made good by the pastors themselves—
all this shows, without comment, what episcopal jurisdic-
tion in the Oriental Orthodox Church is reduced to.
Nay, for this Church the alternative is' Catholicism or
revolution. Some years ago F. Gagarin, in a celebrated
pamphlet, ¢ La Russie sera-t-elle catholique?’! stated
that such is the dire dilemma in which Russia will soon
find herself. Yet he spoke of a political revolution. We
venture to put the same dilemma with reference to a
religious revolution, and to extend it to the whole Oriental
Orthodox Church— Catholicism or revolution! Of the last
we have said enough ; to Catholicism let us now turn our
attention. Jesus Christ could not Himself have taught

? Paris, Douniol, 1856, in 8vo. One of the German translations of this
work bears the following title: Wird Russland's Kirche das Papstthum
anerkennen?! with introduction and notes, by the celebrated Baron von
Haxthausen (Miinster, 1857). A Russian translation by F. J. Mar-
tinoff, 8.J., appeared shortly afterwards in Paris, under this title :—
O nmpammpenin Pyccroi# Ilepksm c» PaMckoio. (Paris, Frank.
1858.)
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His Church a doctrine, concerning ker visible unity, the
mere application of which has had, and will constantly
have, for its necessary result enslavement and revolution.
Is it not in Catholicism that the true doctrine of Jesus
Christ concerning the unity of the Church is to be found ?
Some words, as a conclusion of the whole work, will
enable every one to answer this question for himself.
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CHAPTER 1V.

THE ROMAN PAPACY.

To Jesus Christ—to Gop—there cannot, without im-
piety, be ascribed a doctrine which, when reduced to prac-
tice, necessarily ends for the Church in enslavement and
revolutions. The Church is more truly, and in a more
perfect and specific sense, a society of God than other
human societies are. Mankind comes from God, God be-
ing the common Creator and Father of all men ; and in this
sense it may well be said that all human societies are of
God. But out of the immense number of created men,
and from the numerous particular societies they form, God
has gathered to Himself one society of privileged and more
beloved sons. Master of His love, as He is master of
His gifts, God has been pleased to bestow both more
abundantly on a certain portion of mankind. This
society of God’s privileged and more beloved sons is the
Church, and the blood of Jesus Christ was her price. A
society conquered and bought at such a price well de-
served that Jesus Christ, before leaving the earth, should
not omit to prescribe for her such laws and institutions as
should not only perpetuate her on earth, but enable her
more perfectly to accomplish the mission given her, of
leading men to eternal salvation. This Jesus Christ did
not fail to do, and the Church was in fact provided by-
Him with rules and instructions for all her future neces-
sities, and for whatever might concern, not only her ex-
istence, but also, so to speak, the details of her organisa-
tion. The sacraments, the ministry of the sacraments,
M
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and who are to be entrusted with the mission of teaching
in the Church, all this hasbeen pre-established and clearly
prescribed by Jesus Christ.

Yet, according to the Oriental Orthodox Church, this
very society of Jesus Christ exhibits to the world the
strangest phenomenon ever presented by a society. The
Founder of the Church, Jesus Christ, has omitted to tell
her, with sufficient clearness, who is to be entrusted with
the highest authority over her. Jesus Christ has taken
care Himself to appoint the degrees of her hierarchy of
order, the bishops, the priests, and even the deacons;
but her hierarchy of jurisdiction, i.e. of government,
He has left to the Church’s care. Gop has founded His
society with so little foresight as to omit, while giving it
many other laws, just that one which was recessary to
secure its existence, viz. the law of its government! In
fact, since laymen and women have been empowered, in
the Oriental Orthodox Church, to exercise jurisdiction:
over bishops, this plainly shows that she considers herself
just as much mistress of the ecclesiastical jurisdiction as
if Jesus Christ had not given her any prescription whatever
respecting it.

Now, can we even suppose that Jesus Christ—Gop—
has been that strange Founder ? No, since the doctrine of
the Oriental Orthodox Church necessarily resultsfor her in
enslavement andrevolutions, let us rather acknowledge that
Jesus Christ himself must have prescribed the form of
Church government, and that the Divine Founder of the
Church must, by the expression of His divine will, have
prevented the perpetual contest which would else be
produced by men’s passions and self-will.

But how are we to know what is Jesus Christ’s will
concerning the government of the Church? To serious
readers we need not remark’ that our enquiry would
never obtain any result if we had previously to examine
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all the different forms of government in human societies,’
on the assumption that the best among them would neces~
sarily be the very one given by Jesus Christ to his
Church. If we mistake not, there is no other question’
that causes more irreconcileable differences of opinion
among men than that as to the best form of government,
and, very likely, many readers, taught by history and:
experience, have long since adopted on this matter the
poet’s opinion :—

For forms of government let fools contest,

‘Whate’er is best administer'd is best.

Evidently we must follow some other way than that
of a previous discussion of the best form of govern-
ment. The Holy Scripture indeed and the tradition of
the Church well answer the question, yet we do not pur-
pose to speak of them. We beg rather to call the.
attention of the reader to a fact, patent, evident, insepa-~
rable from the very existence of the Oriental Orthodox
Church, beginning from Jesus Christ, continuing down to
the formation of the schism, and from that time again down
to ourday. Itis this—that never, since Jesus Christ, has
a single bishop, either in Russia, or in the four Oriental
Patriarchates, or in Greece, been bishop of his own diocese
without being at the same time either subject to another
bishop or himself superior to another. The extent of
such superiority of one bishop over another may indeed
have varied according to epochs and countries; its exer-
cise may have been confined to a few special cases;
but still, never since Jesus Christ, has a bishop, either in
Russia, or in the four Patriarchates, or in Greece, existed,
who has not been related either by superiority or in-
feriority to another bishop. The appellations of arch-
bishop, metropolitan, primate, patriarch, holy governing:

} Alexander Pope, Essay on Man, 3rd epilogue, at the end.
x 2
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synod, holy synod, have been granted to the bishop or
bishope invested with the superiority we allude to; the
titles also have varied, like the degrees of superiority
attached to the titles ; yet still, never has the mere episcopal
dignity been the supreme dignity in the Oriental Orthodoz
Church, never has a simple bishop constituted the highest
degree in the hierarchy of the Oriental Orthodox Church.

Now, unless it be admitted that a fact of such import-
ance, which, being beyond any doubt, is admitted by all
Orthodox and is inseparable from the very existence of
the Oriental Orthodox Church, must be considered as a
casualty, a mere result of circumstances, and by no means
a hint of Providence, it evidently shows that there must
be in the Church a divinely instituted authority superior
to simple bishops. The doctrine that the bishop is the
supreme and independent chief of his particular Church
would be in such open opposition to the practice of the
Oriental Orthodox Church, that we need only point out
this opposition as the best argument by which the doc-
trine itself might be refuted.

Yet, where then is there to be found among the num-
berless authorities which, under the most various forms
and names, have governed Oriental Orthodox bishops, or,
at any rate, have possessed hierarchal pre-eminence over
them, an authority to be relied upon as really ap-
pointed by Jesus Christ? History will answer the ques-
tion. An authority appointed by Jesus Christ must
necessarily have existed from the time of Jesus Christ
down to our day. Let us first select the (Ecumenical
Patriarch of Constantinople. About three hundred years
had already elapsed since the ascension of Our Lord, and
the city of Constantine had only begun to be known to the
world, when its Patriarch appeared. His first appearance
in the world was therefore very late ; he cannot have been
appointed by Jesus Christ—the Patriarchate of Jerusalem
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is not of more ancient date than that of Constantinople;
it cannot then have been instituted by Jesus Christ.
Neither the Holy Governing Synod of St. Petersburg
(1721) nor the Synod of Athens (1833) has been esta-
blished by Jesus Christ, nor are they likely to advance the
slightest pretension to such a claim. Two Patriarchates
remain ; they have not been directly instituted by Jesus
Christ, but the history of their origin is inseparable from
that of the holy Apostle to whom ALONE Jesus Christ
said, ¢ Feed my lambs ; feed my sheep.” (John xxi. 15,17.)

¢ St. Peter,” says Neale, ¢founded the See of An-
tioch ; and, on leaving it for Rome, ordained St. Euodius
his first successor. . .’—¢ St. Peter,” says the same author,
¢ about the year 37, appears to have sent St. Mark
into Egypt. . . St. Mark returned for a season to
Jerusalem. . . From Palestine, St. Mark accompanied
St. Peter to Rome. It was here that, under the direc-
tion of the Apostle, he wrote his Gospel. . . It was, ap-
parently, towards the year 49, that St. Mark returned to
Egypt; and there, till the time of his decease, he laboured
with great success. And during this period the first
-church in Alezandria is said to have been built.”!

Now, as to the Patriarchate of Alexandria, it can ad-
vance no claim to a Divine institution except in virtue
of St. Mark’s having been sent there by St. Peter. St.
Mark, it is well known, was not of the number of the
Apostles upon whom St. Paul says that the Church
has been built (Eph. ii. 20).* —With regard to the
Patriarchate of Antioch, it has been directly founded by

1 Nenle (John Mnson), A History of the Holy Eastern Chwrch, General
Introduction, i. chap. vi. p. 123, and vol. i. The Patriarchate of Alexandria,
‘pp- 6, 7.

2 It is worthy of remark that the liturgy of the Oriental Orthodox Church
calls St. Peter not only the fmdatwn of the Church (by antomomasia),
(% xpuwls 7is *ExxAnoias, OCHOBAHIE TiepkBe), but also ¢ foundation of the
Apostles, and, moreover, ¢ supreme foundation of the Apostles’ () xopvpaia
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St. Peter. But, if the two Patriarchates of Antioch and
Alexandria may lay some claim to a divine institution
‘because of having been founded by Peter, that of Rome
also may advance the same claim. ¢ There were,’ says
Neale again, ‘many Christians both at Antioch and
at Rome before St. Peter set foot in either place; yet
.antiguity always considered him as the founder of the
Churches in each.’ !

The simple fact of an Apostolical origin, however, may
not be considered as decisive on the question with which
we are now dealing. The conduct of the Church must also
be attended to. The two Patriarchates of Antioch and
Alexandria have not,even in the canons of the (Ecumeni-
cal Councils, preserved their place of honour before that
of Constantinople. Now, men cannot place what is Auman
before what is of God, and the Church of Jesus Christ
cannot even be supposed to have been guilty of that sin.
Moreover, the Oriental Orthodox Church, let us remark
again, has never so behaved with regard to those two
Patriarchates as if there were any special will of Jesus
Christ to interfere with her decisions concerning them.
Finally, an authority confined to geographical limits can-
not be the one we are looking for, since Jesus Christ
.could not, by the institution of such an authority, have been
providing for a catholic, that is, for an universal Church.

Yes! an authority has disappeared from the Oriental
Orthodox Church which was with her before the schism of
Photius. It reappeared, and more than once, for a while,
but in the eleventh century after Christ it finally disap-
peared. It is since its disappearance that enslavement

wprwls 7y *Axoorérer. BEPXOBHOE OcHOBaBie Anocro.lon (See our
publication: La de saint Picrre prouvée par les titres que lui
donne TEglise russs dans sa liturgie, p. 10 (Paris, Palmé; London, Burns,
‘Oates & Co. 1867).

! Neale, ibid. vol. i. p. 5.
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and revolutions have formed the history of the Oriental
Orthodox Church. This authority is the only one fit for
a catholic, that is, an universal Church ; this is the only one
which leads us back to Jesus Christ ; this is the only one
which has been spoken of in the Church as coming from
Him. Either this is from God, or Ged did not appoint
any authority whatever for the government of that very
Church which He has conquered and bought with His blood.

And this authority—the Pope—is the only one which
is able to preserve the Church from enslavement and
revolutions. More than eighteen centuries have elapsed
since Jesus Christ, and the same answer of the Apostles
to the chiefs of the Jews, ¢ If it be just in the sight of
God to hear you rather than God, judge ye’ (Acts iv. 19),
is in the mouth of the successors of Peter. Thus faras to
enslavement : moreover, no one accuses the Catholic Church
of being liuble to be enslaved !

Let us rather see if revolutions may threaten her. No
revolution is possible in a Church whenever her chief is
believed to have been personally appointed by God Him-
self ; and this is the case with the Catholic Church.
Her monarchical form of government, and the designation
of the Bishop of Rome, as the visible head of the Church,
constitute two articles of the Catholic faith ; they cannot
consequently be matter of dispute ; all questions as to the
Church’s form of government and the choice of the
persons to be entrusted with it are settled for ever,
Discontent with the present government, desire for
another, and, above all, the vulgar illusion of infirm
minds that change should necessarily bring alleviation;
these causes of revolution in civil societies and in the
Oriental Orthodox Church, are not to be feared among
Catholics. They accept the monarchical form of govern-
ment of the Church and the designation of the Bishop
of Rome as her head, as they accept any other points of
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their religious creed, even those less indulgent to human
inclinations. Attempts to change the form of govern-
ment of the Catholic Church, or to transfer the supreme
authority from the Bishop of Rome to any other, are *
considered by Catholics just as sinful and senseless as
attempts to change the form or matter of the sacraments ;
the very moment a man has made up his mind to over-
throw the Papacy he has ceased to be a Catholic.
Further, in the Catholic Church alone can the jurisdic-
tion of the bishops be effectually supported, the bishops
themselves secured from becoming mere primi inter
pares’ among their clergy, and quarrels of jurisdiction
between bishops, or between bishops and their clergy
settled for ever. And why so? Because in the Catholic
Church alone exists an authority which not only is
entitled to exercise full jurisdiction over the univer-
sal Church, but, moreover, is itself the master and
the source of ecclesiastical jurisdiction. A jurisdiction
not consented to by the Pope is no more jurisdiction, but
usurpation, and any acts of such a jurisdiction are null
and void before God as well as before men. In every
question concerning ecclesiastical jurisdiction Catholics
possess a sure standard and an infallible criterion for
distinguishing the real and efficacious jurisdiction from
the pretended and vain; namely, the conformity of the
claims with the prescriptions of the Holy See. The
Pope may pronounce a sentence depriving a bishop of a
right of which the latter was the lawful possessor; the
Pope may well be deceived as to the unjust claims of the
pretender, he is even liable to indulge his personal in-
clinations and, in his sentence, to favour the usurper, but
still from the very moment his sentence is made known
to the claimants, the only lawful jurisdiction for them is
that consented to by the Pope. Should the limits of the
former jurisdiction be altered, and should the usurper be
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allowed to retain what he has usurped, and the innocent
commanded not to lay claim any more to his former
possession, what the Pope has commanded is ratified as
to its validity by God himself. Until the Pope con-
sents to a new trial, the jurisdiction originally usurped
has become, and remains, the only real and legiti-
mate one.! -

Let us, on this important subject, take an illustration
from what happens in civil societies. The civil and military
functionaries of a State are appointed and dismissed by
its chief—let it be a king—only too often for motives
other than justice and merit. No one, however, calls in
question the validity of the royal acts by which civil and
military functionaries are appointed or dismissed; and
no soldier, for instance, would dare to refuse obedience to
his newly appointed general on the assumption that his
nomination was owing to intrigue. Likewise when, in a
case of quarrel as to the extent of civil or military juris-
diction, the king’s sentence interferes, no one would
presume either to contest its validity or declare the
claimants entitled to act in opposition to it, or, finally,
attach any value to the exercise of a civil and military
Jjurisdiction not consented to by the king. And this doctrine
as to the validity of the royal acts conferring, with-
drawing, restraining, enlarging, or in any way modifying
civil and military jurisdiction, is acknowledged and felt by
every man, not only as the only one which may consist
with the State’s peace and prosperity, but even as the

! ¢Quod si Papa in hoc ipso judicio erret nihilominus valebit actus ; si
enim Christus dispensandi facultatem ei non tribuisset nisi sub hac con-
ditione, quod non erraret existimando adesse justam causam, haud sapienter
egisset. Cum enim in hsce particularibus negotiis infallibilitatis prero-
gativam Romano Pontifici mon dederit, numquam certum omnino foret
validum esse (Episcopi) depositionem aut inviti translationem, quam
faciendam duxisset Papa ex causa necessitatis aut utilitatis.’—D. Bouix,
De Jure Episcoporum (Paris, 1852), vol. i. p. 378.
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only one which causes a State to be really a State and not
rather a coalition of intelligent beings.

Why, now, should it not be so in the Church? Why
should not that which is the necessary element for every
society’s peace and prosperity be granted—in a more per-
fect way and by a divine right—to the society of Jesus
Christ, to the Church? Let it consequently be sup-
posed—as the case is not an impossible one—that the
rights of a bishop should be violated by a neighbouring
bishop, and the usurper refuse to respect them. In that
case a sentence from the Pope annulling his acts settles
the contest immediately and finally. The usurper’s acts
being declared by the Pope null and void, no Catholic
will adhere to them, and should the usurper act in oppo-
sition to the sentence of the Pope, he is exposed to see
himself deserted by anyone who desires to remain in the
communion of the Catholic Church. The Fathers of the
Vatican Council have consequently expressed but an ele-
mentary truth and a patent fact when they declared in the
third chapter of the dogmatical Constitution ¢ de Ecclesia’
that, ¢ So far is the power of the Supreme Pontiff from
being any prejudice to the ordinary and immediate
power of episcopal jurisdiction, by which bishops, who,
have been set by the Holy Ghost to succeed and hold
the place of the Apostles,' feed and govern, each his own
flock, as true Pastors, that this their episcopal authority is
really asserted, strengthened, and protected by the supreme
and universal Pastor; in accordance with the words of St.
Gregory the Great: “ My honour is the honour of the
whole Church. My honour is the firm strength of my
brethren. I am truly honoured when the honour due to
each and all is not withheld.”’—Lett. book viii. 30, vol.
ii. p. 919, Benedictine edit. (Paris, 1705).2

3 Cone. Trid. ch. iv. sess. xxiii : ¢ De ecclesiastica hierarchia et ordinatione.’
3 Constit. dogm.: ¢ Pastor eternus, Jul. 18, 1870, chap. iii.
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. After having listened to this declaration of the Fathers
of the Vatican Council, we are better enabled to enter
into the subject of the limits to the Pope’s authority and
jurisdiction as well as of any possible abuse of his power.
¢ The Pope,’ so reads the same Constitution ¢ de Ecclesia,’
¢has full and supreme power of jurisdiction over the uni-
versal Church.” No Catholic, however, well acquainted
with the doctrine of his Church, ever did, or ever will, un-
derstand these words in the sense that the Pope is entitled
to do in the Church ¢ whatever ke likes.” The Pope’s power
of jurisdiction has its limits, and they were traced centuries
ago, with singular happiness of expression, by a man whom
the Catholic Church honours and proclaims both as a saint
and as one of her Doctors; we mean St. Bernard. In
his treatise ¢ De Consideratione,” dedicated to his former
disciple, the Pope Eugenius III., the Saint thus addresses
the Pope : € You preside, yet that you may be useful.!. . .
You preside. Is it in order that you may take advantage
of your subjects? No, but in order that these may take
advantage from you! Do you perhaps fancy that it is
lawful to you to mutilate the Church in its members,
to confuse order, to disturb limits your fathers fixed ?

« « « You errif you deem your apostolic power, as
it is the highest, 8o also that it is the only one appointed
by God. 1f so you think, you differ from Him who said,
¢ There is no power but of God.”® . . . You are

!} Preesis ut provideas, ut consulas, ut procures, ut serves. Presis ul
prosis : preesis ut fidelis servus et prudens, quem constituit dominum super
familiam suam. Ad quid? Ut des illis escam in tempore (Matt. xxiv. 45 );
hoc est, ut dispenses, non imperes. Hoc fac et dominari ne affectes hominum
homo, ut non dominetur tui omnis injustitia.—Lib. iii. ¢. i. No. 3. ed. Migne
(Paris, 1864), Patrologia ; cursus completus, tom. 182, p. 769.

+ * Prmees, et singulariter. Ad quid? Eget tibi dico, de consideratione.
Numquid ut de subditis crescas? Nequaquam, sed ut ipsi de te.—Lib. iii.
¢ iii. No. 13. p. 764,

8 Tunc, denique tibi licitum censeas, suis ecclesias mutilare membris,
confundere ordinem, perturbare terminos, quos posuerunt patres tui? Si
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< stewards to edification, not to destruction.” ¢ Stewards
must be faithful.” . . . Their utility is common not
personal . . . else not faithful administration but cruel
dissipation.’’

Therefore, according to the doctrine of St. Bernard,
the Pope is bound to consult in all his actions the wel-
fare of the Church, and on that condition he is entitled to do
whatever, before God, he deems the best. Does, perhaps,
this power appear to be excessive ?—But is not this equally
the case with every sovereign, yet with this considerable
difference that catholic faith, always inseparable from a
‘Pope, lays far more restraints on the jurisdiction of a Pope
than the mere conscience of kings does on - theirs? It
belongs to the very nature of all human laws, however
useful and wise at first, to become, under particular
circumstances, an obstacle to the welfare of society; and
no society whatever can last, unless on condition of pos-
sessing an authority entitled to abrogate existing laws
whenever they have ceased to be useful. Why, we ask
therefore again, should that be denied to the Church,
the society of God, which is granted to every society of
men—which is, moreover, considered as necessary to- the
very existence of every human society ?

Here, however, we meet the objection which leads us
to speak of the Pope’s abuse of power. Who can assure

justitise est jus cuique servare suum ; auferre cuiquam sua, justo quomodo
poterit convenire? Erras, si ut summam, ita et solam institutam a Deo
vestram apostolicam potestatem existimas. Si hoc sentis ab eo dissentis
qui ait: ¢ Non est potesias niss a Deo.’'—Ibid. No. 17. p. 768.

. 1 Non sum tam rudis ut ignorem positos vos dispensatores, sed in
sedificationem, non in destructionem (2 Cor. xiii. 10). Denique queritur
inter dispensatores ut fidelis quis inveniatur (1 Cor. iv, 2). Ubi necessitas
urget, excusabilis dispensatio est ; ubi utilitas provocat, dispensatio lauda-
bilis est. Utilitas, dico, communis, non propria. Nam cum nihil horum
-est, non plane fidelis dispensatio, sed crudelis dissipatio est.”—Ibid. No. 18,
P 769. )
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us, we are told, that the Popes would always conform
themselves to the doctrine of St. Bernard? How did the
Popes behave in many cases? The very language of the
holy Doctor to the Pope Eugenius III. shows that there
is no security in practice against their abuse of power.
Is it to be presumed that an authority which, in many
cases, has proved to be what St. Bernard says, ¢ in destruc-
tionem,” has been really appointed by God? Is it not
rather to be presumed that God has preferred dividing or
sharing the government of the Church among many, in-
order to prevent the incalculable evils which may impend
on the whole Church from a single Pope’s malice or in-
capacity ? Such is, in all its strength, the objection. Let.
us examine it.

First of all, should we take history as a standard for
deciding whether monarchy is the form of government
more convenient to the Church or not, the answer is
evidently enough unfavourable to the assumption that
many rulers diminish the evils of the Church. The in-
creased number of rulers has, too often, for its principal
effect that of increasing the amount of human passions
preventing the right exercise of the supreme authority in
society ; at any rate the question, if seriously discussed,
would lead us again to the poet’s above-quoted opinion
on forms of government. Should we, moreover, take a
glance at the history of the Oriental Orthodox Church,
her fortunes are not likely to create any strong persuasion
of its being an advantage that the government of the
Church should be shared among many, rather than con-
centrated in the hands of a single Pope.

Setting aside, however, the lessons of history, we
prefer answering the objection in a better way. We
fairly recognise and plainly admit that abuses of power on
the side of the Popes are possible. Baronius’ ¢ Annales.
Ecclesiastici’ bear, should evidence be required, a sad yet-
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undeniable evidence to that possibility. Besides, Saints
have acknowledged and Popes have confessed them. Let
us, before proceeding, quote an instance proving at once
both assertions, as, at a time when the Popes’ doctrinal
infullibility, when speaking ex cathedrd, is, even by learned
men, 80 often confused with his impeccability, it is useful,
if not even necessary, to point out, on every occasion,
how distinct and separate the two things are.

- Since St. Bernard, whose words we have quoted above,
a long series of saints, both men and women, have
acknowledged, like the holy Doctor, the possibility of a-
Pope’s bad administration and abuse of power. Passing
by many of them, we shall confine ourselves to quoting an
Italian, we mean St. Leonard da Porto-Maurizio (d. 1751).
‘We purposely choose St. Lieonard, as he was proclaimed
saint by the present Pope, Pius IX. It is Pius IX.
who has recently canonised a man who, once preaching
in Rome, on the subject of the universal judgment,
coming to the separation the angels of God will then
make of the elect from the reprobate, did not fail to make
the angels begin their separation with the Popes. ¢ All
the Popes,’ said St. Leonard, with a liberty which might
perhaps be termed rudeness, ¢have been called ¢ Holy
Father; ” all the Popes have been deservedly honoured
with prostrations and the title of Most Blessed ; but it is
indeed a great weight to be answerable for the souls of
the whole world ; no wonder, therefore, if among many,
some Popes, men as they are, will go to the bottom and
be declared most unkappy. What shame for that poor
Pope! .. .’?

‘We should be happy to find that the same freedom of

! ¢Questa separazione non & invenzione capricciosa dei predicatori, & -
Vangelo. Eribunt Angeli et separabunt. Si porterd I' Angelo separatore
al luogo dei Papi, ¢ separabit. Tutti i Pontefici furono chiamati padri
santi, tutti furono inchinati col titolo di beatissimi meritamente ; ma quell’ -
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language has been allowed to Russian orthodox preachers,
in reference to the chief of their Church.!

Having now stated that Saints have acknowledged
and Popes confessed the possibility of abuse of power in
a Pope, let us go on to state that no one on earth has

avere a render conto di tutte le anime d’ un mondo & pure un gran peso;
né sard meraviglia se fra tanti, alcuni come uomini anderanno al fondo, e
saranno dichiarati sfortunatissimi. Che confusione di quel povero pepa,
eh1...’—Raocolta dells opere sacro-morali del B. Leonardo da Porto-Maurizio.
Venezia, Gius. Antonelli, 1839. T.i. ‘Lunedi dopo la prima domen. di
Quaresima,’ p. 106. *Del Giudizio universale,’ p. 114.

' Among the advices given to preachers in the Spiritual Regulation,
there is one reminding them that they must not speuk of the sins of those
who govarn. The Russian expreesion FOBOPETh O rpbxaxs BaacTH-
TEABCKAXD cannot be translated otherwise. IloamB. Co6p. 1 ger. tom. vi.
j[yx. Perui. p. 338, No. 5.

After having quoted the words of St. Leonard da Porto-Muurizio, we
cannot indeed refrain from quoting the following ones, dictated by a filial
devotion to the Holy Father, as well as by the calm and conscientious con-
viction of a superior mind. The writer is not an Italian. ‘I cannot shut
my eyes to the fact,” says Fath. Newman, *that the Sovereign Pontiffs have a
gift, proper to themselves, of understanding what is good for the Church,
and what Catholic interests require. And, in the next place, I find that
this gift exercises itself in absolute independence of secular politics, und a
detachment from every earthly and temporal advantage, and pursues its
end by uncommon courses, and by unlikely instruments, and by methods of
its own'— On Universities, p. 222. And again: ‘In his (the Pope's) ad-
ministration of Christ’s kingdom, in his religious acts, we must never oppose
his will, or dispute his word, or criticise his policy, or shrink from his
side . . . . We must never murmur at that absolute rule which the Sovereign
Pontiff has over us, because it is given him by Christ, and in obeying him
we are obeying Our Lord. We must never suffer ourselves to doubt that, in
his government of the Church, he is guided by an intelligence more than
human . . . . Even in secular matters it is ever safe to be on his side,
dangerous to be on the side of his enemies. Our duty is, not indeed Zo miz
up Christ's Vicar with this or that party of men, because he, in his high
station, is above all parties; but to look at his acts, to follow him whither
he goeth, and never to desert him, however he may be tried ; but to defend
him at all hazards, and aguinst all comers, as a son would a father, and as
8 wife a husband, knowing that his cause is the cause of God.'—T's Pope
and the Revolution, in the Sermoms preached om various occasions. London:
Burns, Oates & Co., serm. xiv. p. 268,
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more constantly and more effectually protested against
them than the Popes themselves. And how so? In very
many ways, but above all, by what the Popes constantly
did in order to maintain, propagate, and increase the
worship and love of Jesus Christ. 'What more eloquent
protest against the asserted or supposed abuses of power
of the Vicars of Christ than the thought and the sight of
our crucified Redeemer? The Popes did not act like
that strange reformer of Wittemberg, who, after having,.
in order to purify the religion of Jesus Christ, abolished
confession, religious vows, virginity, fast-days, abstinence,
necessity of good works—whatever, in a word, could
mortify the corrupted passions of men—abolished also the
images, among them the CRUCIFIX'—that visible and ex-
pressive compendium of the essence of the Gospel ;—then
proceeding still further, mutilated, so to speak, Jesus
Christ himself, by almost exclusively representing him as.
a Redeemer, too little as a Model. Jesus Christ is both,
and the Popes have constantly kept him entire, and con-
stantly presented him entire to the adoration of the world.

This consideration alone (and we pass over many others)
might well disarm the passionate and Dbitter zeal of
many adversaries of the Popes. Even to an enemy, if
he acknowledges and confesses the injustice of his beha-
viour, we feel ashamed to say, ¢ You were wrong.” Why
should not a similar feeling prevail in our hearts with
regard to the Popes; since, even when experiencing the
misery and infirmity of our nature, they never cease to
say to the world, ¢ Your model is Jesus Christ,—on the
cross, naked, bleeding, His head crowned with thorns!’

1 8t. Paul found some utility in the representation, by words at least, of
the crucifix, when he said, ¢ O senseless Galatians, who hath bewitched you,
that you should not obey the truth, before whose eyes Jesus Christ hath bon
set forth (npoeypdem), crucified among you? (Gavar. iii. 1.)
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Nay, in such circumstances, we need not be afraid
of any Pope’s abuses of power. They are permitted—
they will remain in history as an undeniable argument
that it és not to men the Catholic Church is indebted
for her existence and triumphs, but to Jesus Christ him-
self. No Pope,should he even aim at it, would ever be able
to cause any real harm to her. And why? Because the
Church is the Society of God, and nothing—no man and
no angel—can prevail against God. 'What Jesus Christ
was able to say shortly before His passion: ¢ Father, those
that thou gavest me I have kept’ (John xvii. 12) Jesus
Christ will, beyond any doubt, be able to say again at
the end of the world, when His Church, the price of His
blood, shall have accomplished the same mission He
accomplished during His earthly life. What St. Augus-
tine says with regard to the law of Providence in the
general government of the world, that ¢ God has pre-
ferred to draw good out of evil, rather than to prevent
evil, is specially true with regard to the law of Pro-
vidence in the government of the Church. Nay, God
is far more interested than men are, or ever can be,
in the welfare of His Church; he has far more at heart
than men have, or ever can have, the salvation of
souls. Hence, what is good for the present existence of
the Church is what happens to-day ; what is good for her
existence to-morrow is what will happen to-morrow; what
is good for the whole existence of the Church is what
kappens, has happened, and will happen to her, down to
the end of the world.

And this is as far from fatalism as an ignoble apathy
and a selfish indifference for whatever may happen in the
world, is far from a filial confidence in the omnipotence and
goodness of that FATHER who is in Heaven,—this filial con-
fidence, in fact, does not dispense with the strict obligation

N
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in us of loving the Church as our mother, of rejoicing with
her and weeping with her—with the obligation, above all,
of contributing by all means in our power, at least by our
prayers and example, to the welfare of the Church, and,
whenever and wherever there is need of it, even to the re-
form of the Church. Yes, even to her reform. We do not
refrain from using this word, as we are well aware that not
all Catholics are holy, not all priests, nor all religious ; not
all bishops are saints; just as not all Popes have been
saints. Until this work of sanctification is completed,
there will always be some need of reform in the Catholic
Church. To all who undertake to co-operate in suck
reform of the Church, we, as Catholics, owe, and shall
always feel, the greatest gratitude, and the more so
because we seek—because our soul longs for—the return
of the Oriental Orthodox Church to Catholic unity,! and
by nothiug can this return be more effectually promoted
than by increasing the sanctity of all Catholics. Yes, let us,
with the utmost zeal, promote this reform of the Church,

1 An Association of Prayers for the return of the Oriental Orthodox
Church, and especially of Russia, to Catholic unity, was the dearest wish of
an illustrious Russian convert, Count Gregory Schouvaloff (d. Apr. 2, 1859),
after he had joined the Congregation of the Barnabites. His brethren in
religion have kept up the same idea, and are most desirous of spreading
everywhere this association of prayers, which has obtained a special bless-
ing of the Holy Father (Briefs, Sept. 2, 1862; June 11, 1869) and the
cordial approbation of many bishops ; among others, of the present Arch-
bishop of Westminster and the late lamented Bishop of Southwark. What
the Barnabite Fathers most desire is to obtain a celebration of masses on
certain days, as is already practised in Paris in the Church of the Congre-
gation the first Saturday of every month.

F. Schouvaloff used to say—and he has left the same words written
in his account of his own conversion and vocation : * It will not be without
a result that the Russians have preserved amongst the treasures of their
faith an intense devotion to Mary. Yes, Mary will be the bond which shall
unite the two Churches, and she will make of all those who love her a
family of brothers, under the common father, the Vicar of Jesus Christ.’—
Ma Conversion et ma Vocation (Paris, Douniol, 1859 and 1864), part ii.
§ ix :
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a8 hardly any other work can be more glorious to God,
more useful to the Church, and more salutary to souls.
Now, in the interest of such a holy work, and in that of
the return of the Oriental Orthodox Church to Catholic
unity, we beg, before concluding, to suggest the most sure
and powerful means for bringing about the most perfect
reform in the Catholic Church. It is to imitate the
Popes in maintaining, propagating, and increasing the
worship and love of our crucified Redeemer, Jesus
Christ. This means has immense advantages over every
other. First of all, the very speaking of Jesus Christ to
the hearts of sinners—let them be laymen or persons
consecrated to God—will ensure a marvellous efficacy to
our sermons and our tracts. Moreover, in putting for-
ward Jesus Christ, and in asking the conversion of
sinners for Jesus’s sake, we are not exposed to counteract
by our simple presence, or generally by our conduct, the
good effect produced by our words, letters, or books.
Then, by using this means, we are sure of obtaining
abundant encouragements, blessings, and driefs from the
Holy See. Finally, and above all, by using this means we
are secured from becoming guilty of one of the greatest
crimes before God, that of dividing the ONE Church of
Jesus Christ, by raising in her dissensions and schisms.
Alas! the history of many a pretended reformer of the
Church but too clearly contains a hint of- Providence, a
terrible lesson. St. Paul expressed his fear: ¢ Ne cum
aliis predicaverim, ipse reprobus efficiar’ (1 Cor. ix. 27):
¢ Lest when he had preached to others he himself should
become a reprobate.” Whence is it that many pretended
reformers (let the world call them so) have become
‘reprobate’? Their intentions, in the beginning at least,
perhaps, were good ; the Catholic Church really wanted
reform; some of them were even men of self-denial;
yet, after having preached to others, they became repro-
N 2
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bate! Why? Because no reform can be truly so which
is accomplished in the Church by disregarding the hier-
archy given by Jesus Christ to His Church. That is not
reform which is accomplished by the subversion in the
Church of the legitimate powers and the destruction of her
order. 'Whatever reform cannot be obtained but by the
illegitimate way of a revolution must be left to God alone ;
the Church is His. He knows her necessities and how to
provide for them, and he is far more willing to do so than
men are. The impossibility of men accomplishing such
reform without revolution, shows either that the time is
not yet come—and God is master of His Church—or that
God Himself will directly provide by some miracle, no
more difficult for Him than the creation of the world.

But never, under any circumstances, can man be
allowed to bring about a reform in the Church by which
a divine hierarchy should be disregarded, and the powers
appointed by God subverted.—¢ It is for Truth,’ they will
perhaps answer, ¢that we are fighting,and for T'ruth’s sake
even the scandal must be encountered. So we are taught
by atrue Father and true Doctor of the Catholic Church,
St. Jerome.”! Well, it is indeed so, and even the author
of the ‘O Swodikos Touos %) mepi a\nbelas (¢ The Holy
Volume, or On Truth’) did not fail to put this sentence
on the first page of his work. It is so indeed, and we
subscribe to it. Yet, what is Truth?

Some one, more than eighteen centuries ago, put the
same question to Jesus Christ.. He did not await the
answer, but almost immediately afterwards condemned
Jesus Christ to death (John xviii. 38).

Whatis Truth? Some asserted reformer of the Church
has, perhaps, also asked Jesus Christ, ¢ What is Truth?’

) ¢8i ex veritate nascitur scandalum, utilius permittitur nasci scandalum
quam veritas amittatur.’
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It was an inspiration from Heaven. But he also did not
wait for the answer of Jesus Christ. . . .

What is Truth? Truth is something different from
our conceptions, from our ideas, from our delusions.
Truth is what is true in itself, and not what we fancy or
believe to be true; ! it is something distinct and separate
from our opinion or conviction, something apart and
totally independent of the phenomena of the clearness or
dulness of our vision ; of the shadows which darken its
brightness to our eyes, and of the clouds of passion
starting up from the heart and enveloping the mind.

No! to these reformers must be applied the words of
the Scripture: ¢ There was a great overthrow of the

. people, because they did not hearken to Judas and his
brethren, thinking that they should do manfully; but
they were not of the seed of those men by whom salvation
was brought to Israel’ (1 Mach. v. 61, 62). '

And if any such exist now in the Church,we beg, with the
greatest respect for immortal souls, to lay before them this
question: How can you presume to pronounce what is the
best for the Church? Are the secrets of souls known to
you? and do you know all the effects which are being
produced on them by the events now passing in the
Church? Or do you forget that the Church has a life
which lasts beyond our own, and that events passing to-
day in her may be ordained for the salvation of the last
generation of men ?

1 Of the just-quoted Doctor are the following words, which well deserve
a serious consideration : ¢Animales reor esse philosophos qui proprios
cogitatus putant esse sapientiam, de quibus recte dicitur: Animalis autem
homo nom recipil ea qua sunt spiritus. Stultitia guippe estei . . . . Quod
si (anima) proprio crediderit cogitatui, et absque gratia Spiritus Sancti
invenire se wstimaverit veritatem, quasi aurum sordidum animalis Aominis
appellatione signatur.’— Comment. in Epist. ad Galat. 1ib. iii, cap. v. 17;
‘Migne, Patrolog. curs. compl. ser. i. tom. xxvi; Scti. Hieronymi, tom, vii.
pp. 411-412.
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POSTSCRIPT.

As wE are concluding this book, we are irresistibly struck
by the analogy, as to their form of government, which
exists between the Anglican Church and the different
branches of the Oriental Orthodox Church, especially
the State Church of Russia. In England, too, the bishops
are not the supreme authority of the Church ; the Church
of England, too, is constituted into a Papacy like that of
Russia, with this difference, however, that of the three
powers possessed by the Pope of Rome—that of order,
the doctrinal power, and the power of jurisdiction—the
chief of the Church of England has exercised the #wo -
last, whilst the Tsar has as yet exercised only the last.
The Church of England, too, is Liable to enslavement
and revolutions.

Besides, the declaration of His Majesty King James L.
concerning the Thirty-nine ¢ Articles agreed upon by the
Archbishops and Bishops of both provinces, and the whole
clergy, in the convocation holden at London in the year
1562, for the avoiding of diversities of opinions, and for
the establishing of consent touching true religion,’ re-
printed by His Majesty’s commandment, with his royal
declaration, and prefixed to the said Articles in the Book
of . Common Prayer, has features strikingly analogous to
Peter the Great’s ukase of January 25,1721, for the
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establishment of the Synod. And the ratification by Her
Majesty Queen Elizabeth of the Thirty-nine Articles
reads almost literally like Peter the Great’s ratification
of the ¢ Spiritual Regulation.’

After this one might imagine, from t.he additional cir-
cumstance of our having written this book in English,
that we have had in view the State Church of England
rather than the Oriental Orthodox Church.

For this we are not answerable.

LONDON : PRINTED BY
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Jaxms Mixrn. A Nn Bdltion with Notes, Illustrative and Critical, z
ALRXANDER BAIN, AN LA’ sud GEoRaE GROTE.
with additional Notes, by JOEN BTUART 3 vols. §vo. price 38s,

An INTRODUCTION to MENTAL PHILOSOPHY, on the Inductive
Method. By J.D. MorxLL,M.A,LLD. S8vo.13s,

ELEMENTS of PSYCHOLOGY, containing the Analysis of the
Intellootual Powers. By the same Author. Post 8vo. 7s. 63.

The SECRET of HEGEL: being the Hegelian Smmanﬁzin.
Principle, Form, and Matter. Bst.n.srmua» 3 vols, 8vo. 38s.



10 NEW WORKS rusrisEsDd 3Y LONGMANS AwD CO.

SIR WILLIAM HAMILTON ; bein, dul’lnlmo of Perception: an
Analysis. ByJ.ESrmno. avo.su. i

The SENSES and the INTELLECT. By Arzxawxper Bam, M.D
Professor of Logic in the University of Aberdeen. Third Bdition. Bvo.lu.

MENTAL and MORAL SCIENCE: a Com um of Psychol
and Bthics. By the same Author. Seoondldlmd‘ avo.m.a:.u

LOGIO, DEDUCTIVE snd INDUCTIVE. - By the same Authae. In
Two PARTS, crown 8vo. 10s. 64, Bach Part may be had separately s—

Part L Peduction, 4s. PmILImuM. EE

TIME and SPACE; a Mau&l:yned Essay. By Saapworrs H.

Hongx.lu('.l'hh'ﬂm wlxﬂomddﬂvemhﬂnl’hﬂowpby

mn»qum,wmm Bythenmo‘:.‘nthor
w%-) ’k.mognjnnctlon toreuo ocompletes a system of Philo-
m PHILOSOPHY of musm, or, Natural Law ulpphonbleto
Kentd.lonl.mdﬂooldidonoo. By CHARLES BraY. BSecond Bdition.

munuﬁon of the Feelings and Affections. By the'same Author,
Third Edition. 8vo, 3s. 6d. :

On roroo, its Montal and Moral Corrolates. By the same Author.
8vo, b,

A TREATISE on m Rm being an Attempt to Introduce

thonparl nin&intollonlsnjm D,
withNote-,&o.b B.Gnn,ngnov o.l:{i'r"{ln.
an [Iuthcpm.

EBSAYS MORAL, POI.I'!IOAL, and nrmn!. By DAvm Hoxz.
By the same Bditors, In the press.

Astronomy, Meteorology, Popular Geography, &c.

OUTLINES of ASTRONOMY. By Sir J. F. W. Hxrsoner, Bart.
- Eleventh Bdition, withPlates and Woodcuts. Square crown 8vo. 18s.
The SUN; RULER, l’.IGEl', FIRE, and LIFE of the PLANETARY
. BYS'I'EII By RICHARD A. PRoCTOR, B.A. I'.B.A.B. ‘With 10 Plates
(7 coloured) and 107 Figures on Wood. Crown 8vo.

OTHER WORLDS THAN OURS; the Plurahty of Worlds Studied
under the Light of Recent Scientiﬂo Researches. By the same Author.
Second Rdition, with 14 Illustrations. Orown8vo. 10s.6d.

SATURK and its SYSTEM. By the same Author. 8vo.with14 Plates,14s.

SCHALLEN'S SPECTRUM ANALYSIS, in its application to Terres-
trial Substances and the Physical Constitution of the Heavenly Bodies.
Translated by JANE and C. LASSRLL ; edited by W. Huaa1xns, LL.D. F.R.8,

Crown 8vo. with Illustrations. [Nearly ready.
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OBJECTS for eongn TELESCOPES. By the Rev.

msmwumm mndu‘dmmnionwiﬂnhe(hdkag
xwmammm mulwwn.n.am.u'r. .

The- cuumu DOMINION. By Cmsua MansarL With 6
INustrations on Wood. - 8vo. price 12s. 64.
A GENERAL DICTIONARY of @EOGRAPHY, Descriptive, Phﬁlied.

- Statistical, and. Historical : £ toompletoWotthoWor
A. Kzt JorwsTo¥, LLD. F.R.G.8. Revised Edition. 8vo.

A MANUAL of GEOGRAPHY, Physical, Industrial, and Political.
By W. Huauss, P.R.G.S. With¢Maps. Fop.7s. 6d.

MAUNDER'S TREASURY of GEOGRAPHY, Phylicd, Historical,

Deso Edited by W. aEs, F.R.G.S. Revised
ﬂpﬁ;:‘h'lhuudum Elgi‘h.orned bound in calf.
T Hape.exhibiaing sloasly fhamors. ‘:3?..,“" e peabaren of the
‘ea
tineated, ti t.ll the Phos f Hisf
Conis bl s Vg S o pn o Moy e

BUTLEE, MAA, lmp.Mnﬂoou.OJ.med.oruc!oth. ivmmdy.

Natural History and Popular Science.

ELEMENTARY TREATISE on PHYSICS, Experimental and Applied.
Translated deditedfromGuou"sEl‘nuzda Mﬁr(ﬂwtb
Author’s sanction) by B. ATxinsox, Ph.D. F.C8. New Edition, revised
and enlarged ; with a Coloured Plate and 630 Woodcuts. Post 8vo. 18e.

The ELEMENTS of PHYSICS or NATURAL rmosorn!.mgi
Nz Arworr, M.D. F. RS, Physician to the Queen.
‘Bdition, rewritten and ocompleted. Two Parts, 8vo.

SOUND: a Course of Eight Lectures delivered at the Royal Institution
of Great Britain. By Jomx Tywparn, LL.D. FR.S8. New Edition, crown
8vo, with Portrait of M. Ohladni and 169 Woodcuts, price 9s.

HEAT s MODE of MOTION. By Professor Jomx TywpaLr, LL.D.
FR.S. Fourth Bdition. Crown 8vo. with Woodocuts, 10s. 6d.

%ONHBS ]on DIAMAGNETISM and ne:ﬁm;strhmxc
A th .

Aol inc] ndlnc e atlonwof Diq.x'agnae'tg? Pol ty y the same
rnomson TYNDALL'S ESSAYS on the USE n.nd x.mr of the

IHAGINA'HON in SCIBNOE. Being the Second Bdmon.vith Addiﬁonn.
of his Discourse on the Scientific Use of the Imagination. 8vo.
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NOTES of a COURSE of SEVEN LECTURES on ELECTRICAL
PHENOMEBNA and THEOB.IBB, delivered at the Royal Institution,
A.D, 1870, By Professor Ty Crown 8vo. 1s. sewed, or 1s. 6d. cloth,

NOTES of :'gomz of NINE ngmﬂ:::h Hﬁgz delivered at the

tu .
Bomoru‘:oa,mmky same Author. wn 8vo. prioe ls,
!'Be‘Gdlxlh’f: :.f S8CIENCE for unsctnmxg PEQOPLE; a Seng
tao] b .
P R A S Byiom B Jomm Trwnas, L.

LIGHT SCIENCE for LEISURE HOURS; a Series of Familiar
Essays on Bcientific S8ubjects, Natural Ph &c. By R. A. ProcT
B.A. P.l%\nA.B.enCroWn“svo. prioce 7:n Phenomena, 4 o

LIGHT: Its Influence on Life and Health, By ForBEs WinsLow,
M.D. D.C.L. Oxon. (Hon.). Fcp. 8vo. 6s.

A TREATISE on ELECTRICITY, in 'l‘hoo% and Practice. A,
D= L4 RIVE, Prof. in the Acsdemy of Genen. by C.V. WAmt.
F.RB. 3 vols.8vo. with Woodouts,

The BEGINNING: its When u.nd itl How. By Muxao Poxtox,
F.R.8.E. Post 8vo. with very numerous Illustratious, price 18s.

The CORRELATION of PHYBICAL FORCES. By W. R. Grovms,
q,.O. V.P.RS. Fifth Edition revised.md followed by & Discourse on Con-
tinuity. 8vo. 10s. 64, The Continuity, separately, 2s. 6d.

MANUAL of GEOLOGY. By 8. Havenron, M.D, F.R.S. Revised
Rdition, with 68 Woodcuts. Fop. 7s. 6d.

VAN DER HOEVEN’S HANDBOOK of ZOOLOGY. Translated from
the SBecond Dutch Edition by the Rev. W, Crazx, M.D. F.R.8. 3 vols. 8vo.
with 24 Plates of Pigures, 60s.

Profomr OWEN'S LECTURES on the COMPARATIVE ANATOMY

and Physiology of the Invertebrate Animals. Second Edition, with 338
‘Woodcuts. 8vo. 31,

The COMPARATIVE ANATOMY and PHYSIOLOGY of the VERTE-
brate Animals, % RICHARD Owsy, F.RS8. D.C.L. With 1,473 Wood-
outs. 8 vols, 8vo. £3 13s. 8d.

The ORIGIN of CIVILISATION and the PRIMITIVE CONDITION
of MAN ; Mental and Social Condition of 8a By 8ir JorN LUBBOCK,

Bart. MP. F.R.S. Becond Edition, with 35 Woodouta. 8vo. price 16s.

The PRIMITIVE INHABITANTS of SOAEDIIAVIA contammg [

Description of the Implemen hc,mdlodeoluvlnso‘
the Savages in the North of uri the Btone By Svax
Nizssow. With 16 Plates of Figures and 3 Woodouts, 8vo. 18s.

BIBLE ANIMALS; being a Description of e con? Living Creature
menﬁoned in the Scﬂ‘gturel, from the Ape to the By the Rev. J. G.
Woop, MA. P.LS. ith about 100 Vignettes on Wood. 8vo. 2ls.

- HOMES WITHOUT HANDS: a Description of the Habitations of

Animals, classed to_thelr Prlncl‘plo of Construction. By Rev.
J.G. Woop, M.A. P.L.8, With about 140 Vignettes on Wood, 8vo. 21s.
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INSECTS AT HOME. By the Rev. J. G. Woopn, MA. F.L.S. With
a Frontispiece in Col

fall- Tlustrations, and about 700 smaller
mnst:ﬁon-ﬁm m&"”eanonwmw'e.me. 8vo.
prioce 1s.

STRANGE DWELLINGS ; being a description of the Habitations of
MW from 'l!omal without Hands' By J. G. Woop, M.A.
P.LS. Witha owhwthplooe and about 60 other Woodcut Illustrations,
Crown 8vo. prioce 7s. 6d.

A FAMILIAR HISTORY of BIRDS. By E. Sramxy, D.D. F.RS.
1ate Lord Bishop of Norwich. Seventh Hdition, with Woodcuts. Pep. 3¢, 6d.

The HARMONIES of NATURE and UNITY of CREATION. By Dr.
Gmoran HARTWIG. 8vo. with numerous Illustrations, 18s.

The SEA and its LIVING WONDERS. By the same Author. Third
(English) Bdition. 8vo. with many Illustrations, 31s.

The TROPICAL WORLD. By Dr. Gro. HarTwie. With 8 Chromo-
x;muandmwmu 8vo. S1s.

The SUBTERRANEAN WO uanDr GErorGE HarTWIG. With
8KspsmdtbontsoWoodmtc.lncl g 8 full size of page. 8vo. prioe 21s.

The POLAR WORLD, a Popular Description of Man and Nature in the

Arctic and Antarctic Regions of the Globe. Dr. GRorGE HARTWIG.
Withschmmmhgsltpqmduwﬁ,:nﬁ. 0. 818,

KIRBY and SPENCE'S INTRODUCTION to ENTOMOLOGY, or
" Hiements of the Natural History of Insects. 7th Bdition. Crown 8vo. Bs.
MAUNDER'S TREASURY of NATURAL HISTORY, or Popnln

Dioctionary of Zoology. and oorrected T, 8. CorsoLp, M.D
Fop. with mwmmudoth,orued.bmnd?nedf.
The TREASURY of BOTANY, or Popula.r Dictionary of the Vogotable
%Mnd!ng a Glolury of Botanical Terms. ted by J. nmm,
T. Moo! assisted by eminent Contributora. Wi
20 Steel Phta. Two Parts, fop. 12s. cloth, or 19s. calf.

'.I.'ho nmm of BOTANY for FAMILIES and SCHOOLS.

Tenth Edition, revised by THOMAS MoORR, F.L.S. Pop. with 154 Wood-
cautas, 2s. 64.

The ROSE AMATEUR'S GUIDE. By TaomMAS Rivems. Ninth
" Bdition. Fcp. 4.

LOUDOI"B ENCYCLOPEDIA of PLANTS; comprising the Specific
Rﬁon, hn'& h. of nll the Phntc found in
Gnst Britain, pwards of 18,000

MAUNDER'S BCIENTIFIC and I-ITBABY muun!. New

thoroughly revised and in great written, with above 1,000
new Ariicles, by 3- X, Jomwsow, Corr. MES, Fop. 8s. cloth, or Se, 63, Calt,

A mmonn&of lvl}lglﬂl, l’.l};?l’l!kl‘ and Afdi'e Fou‘t’h
n.ed . T. BRANDS thor‘[ o

vy o0 ml u ) EORGE
Aeqnlnmonu. 3 ll.medlum m»rloo ?
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Chemistry, Medicine, Surgery, and the
sy Allied Sciences.

A DWABY of CHEMISTRY: and .the Allied Branches -of other
By Hxw¥rY A'l.'!l, P.R.& assisted by eminent Oontrnmton

Bciences
Complete in 5 vols. medium 8vo.
nmunoxcnmmr Thooreneultndfmﬂed. By W. Arrzx
" ; s Ooll. London._ Pourth

INOR@ANIC CHEMISTRY, 81s. PAmT IIL ORGANIO Omnr.

A MANUAL of _YDucﬁpﬁvodehmﬁcal.By
WinLiax Oprive, M.B. F. PART L 8vo. 9s. PART IL fust ready.
OUTLINES of CHEMISTRY; or, Brief Notes of Chemical Facts.

By WiLLiax Oprine, M.B. F.E.S. O‘Mnevo.'n.ld. )
A Course of Practical Chemistry, for the use of Medical ‘Students.
By the same Author, New Edition, with 70 Woodouts. Crown 8vo, 7s. 8d.
Woﬁlnhﬂ Chemistry, de!ivenduthel!oyll College of
Physicians in 1865. By the same Author. Crown 8vo. 4¢.6d.
Lectures on the Chemical Changes of Carbon. Delivered at the
Ranlln&ltnﬁonofemtnﬁwn. BythonmeAm.hw Omnm
SELECT METHODS in CHEMICAL ANALYSIS, chiefly INOR-
GANIO &WWcmml'.&s. wuhnwmm.. Crown 8vo.
A mum: on MEDICAL 'BLECTRICITY, ;ﬁuqu. and
PRAOTICAL; and its Use in the l'rutmentol’l’nnl:dl,
..., .ather Diseases. . BY JULIUS ALTHAUS,
lmlmn-m rmmvm:.mmawmmpdwm

The DIAGSNOBII, PATHOLOGY, m% TREATMENT of DISEASES
§ o e i Dot e Bty S

Ou BOME DISORDERS of the WERVOUS SYSTEX in OHILD.
P e T By Gt ng Wae, M. Grovin o e

x.munxs on the DISEASES of INFANCY and cmnnoon. By
Omm.qu,I(.D.&o. riﬁhlldmon.mﬂndmdenlm .Svpel8e.
A SYSTEM of smm, “Theoretical ‘and’ Pnct.ied. "I’futbu

. b’%‘;ﬂg’n, Bdltod '!Ho.ﬂ’ mk&%”ﬂm
ns. .svo.csu. N
WW"“ Sy

' 12 Woodcuts, ' 8vo.2le.
LECTURES on the PRINCIPLES and PRACTICE of PHYSIO. By
Sir THOMAS WaTsoN, Bart, -M.D. - Pifth-Bdition, thoroughly revised.
8 vols. 8vo. price 36s.
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LEQTURES on SURAICAL PATHOLOGY. By Sir Jueas Pacar,
mrl%.mu mmwma. b’m‘m

OOOPER’S DICTIONARY d mmcn. SURGERY and En

Edh Surgical Science. dovntothommttﬁu.
ATt 'mﬁ;wu’ -n LIn the

On CHRONIC BRONCHITIS, o-pochlly as oonnected with G(W‘.l',
BMPHYSE and DISBASES of the HEART., By B. HmADrAM
GRERNHOW, . F.R.C.P. &c. 8vo. 7s. 8d.

The CLIMATE of the SOUTH of FRANCE as SUITED to INVALIDS;
i Neog, f Helisroness e o, i Sl Y.
sumption a$ Brompton. Second Editiun. Crown 8vo. 6s.

REPORTS on the PROGRESS of PRACTICAL and SCIENTIFIC

MEDICINB in Different Parts of the World. Edited by Honal)m
svmmmeuh.b’ numerous and distinguished Coadjutors. Vols. L and II.
0.

PULIOI’:BE CONSUMPTION ; 'nw::n chuu ”Vmeﬁes. mi})m'.l‘mt-
e i#w&n BRS and O T W i MA S D Oan
Post 8vo. price 10e.

CLINICAL me on DISEASES of the LIVER, JAUNDICE,
and ABDO! u.mwm By CrarLEs MurcHIsON, M.D, Ponevo.
with 25 Woodocuts, 10s.

AIAIOIY, nucmrm and SURGICAL. By Bnn! Gray,
P.R.8. With about 400 Woodouts from Dissections. Fifth Edition,

T. Hor.m MA, canhb. with a new Introduction by.the Bditor. IUH

“"m“"‘ HOTES o DISKARKS of the LARYIX, invendguted and

t] Y . 3
P i Bror it 8 Ththographay pe. iBy W. Mazcwz, MD.
OUTLINES of PHYSIOLOGY, H'nmmm Un!md oﬁmﬁﬂv By Jomt
to
T ST e Dty Clogs sl o

PHYSIOLOGICAL ANATOMY and PHYSIOLOGY of MAN, By the
Iate R. B. Topp, M.D. F.R.8. andw.w F.R.8. of King’s College.
‘With numerous Illustrations. Vor. IL 8vo.
nzor..I.qu]lditlonhvyl)r L:oms. Buu.P.B.s.inwnrnolmblL

Illustrations. PaxTs L aud IL price 7s. 62. each.

WS DICTIONARY of PRACTICAL MEDICINE, ‘sbridged

from the vorkmdt 1] t down
from I;gr mbo brough! to the pregent Btate

NS mnnoox of ANILINE and its DERIVATIVES; -

i Treatise on the Manufscture of Anfline and Aniline Colo
W Crooxzs, F.R.8. With 5§ Woodcuts.- 8vo. Od.m Bdl“d b’

On t.ho MANUFACTURE of BEET-ROOT SUGAR in: RNGLAND
IRBLAND. By Wiriam Ozooxss, F.R.S. On'navo with 11
Woodonh.uod.
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A nnn. of MATERIA MEDICA and 'rmnmcs, abridged
Dr. PERRIRA’S Eloments by P.J. FARRE, MLD. assisted by R. BRNTLRY,
n.n.o.s. and by B. Wn.txe'rol. F.R.S8. 8vo.with 90 Woodouts, 81s.
THOMSON’S CONSPECTUS of the BRITISH PHARMACOP(RIA.
a5th Bdition, corrected by E. LroYp Birxerr, M.D. 18mo. price 6s.

The Fine Arts, and Illustrated Editions

bo | nm%n, PW fnom the . %hvg‘:rld By RicHARD
D iy Doigns priiad 1 Gotous Follo, gis. 6. " Fiates, contalving

LIFE of JOHN GIBSON, BR.A. BCULPTOR. Edited by Lady
EASTLAXE. 8vo. 105.6d.

MATERIALS for a HISTORY of OIL PAINTING. By Sir CHARLES
{egn Amn,lometime President of the Royal Academy. 3 vols.

HALF-HOUR Lnorms on the HISTORY and PRACTICE of the

and Ornamental ‘Wirriax B. 8c0o1T. Edition, revised
B e it b0 Woodonte, Grown bror sy s, Now
ALBERT DURER, HIs LIFE sad WORKS; inc Auto-

Papers and Complete Oatalogues. By WILLI . 800TT.
Wi : gix Btchings by the Author, and other Illum{tions. :n* 16s.
SIX LECTURES on HARMONY, delivered at the Royal Institution
of Great Britain in the Year 1861 By G. A. Mmumn With name-
rous engraved Musical Examples and SBpecimens. 8vo. 10s. 6d.

The CHORALE BOOK for ENGLAND: the Hymns translated by
Miss c WINKWORTH; the Tunu arranged by Prof. W. 8, BEN¥ETY md
OT10 GOoLDSCHMIDT. Fcp. 4to.12s.6d.

!'ho NEW TBSTABR;I‘ mi:lmgc ;m:w Wood Engravings after the
mumom:ndin 00l.  Crown 4to. 63s. cloth, gilt top ;

LYRA GERMANICA; theChmhun Year. Translatedb CATHERINE
WINKWORTH § vith 125 Illustrations on Wood drawn by J. LxieETON,
FS8.A. 4to. 21s.

LYRA Gmu}g:mth: sghg:uo:n }ﬁie. Translited by CATHERINE
m';xgm ‘to.u cut Illustrations by J. Imxom'ol.l'.s.A

The Ll’.'l'l‘ of nigltnogsxnﬁx thew MONTHS of the YEAR.
?.gitl':em. Bt m; ustra on Wood from Original Designs by

OATS and FARLIE'S MORAYL EMBLEMS ; with Aphorisms, Adages,

and Prwerb-ohll Nstionl. lnmtutuﬁomon ‘Wood J. HTON,
5.4 Txt selocted by B, Fraor. Imperial Svo.sls, od, > ©" LEORTON,
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SACRED and LEGENDARY ART. By Mrs. Jammsox.

Legends of the Baints and Martyrs. Fifth Edition, with 19
Btchings and 187 Wnodcuts, 3 vols. square crown 8vo. 31s. 6d.

Legends of the Monastic Orders. Third Edition, with 11 Ectchings
and 88 Woodcats, 1 vol. square crown 8vo. 81s.

Legends of the Madonna. Third Edmon, with 27 Etchings and 165
‘Woodcuts. 1 vol. square crown 8vo. £1s.

The !h:.ory of Our Lord, with that “of his Types and Precursors.

eted Lady Bumxx. Revised Rdition, with 81 Etchi and
281 &oodeu‘:l’. 2 voly. square crown 8vo. 428. nee

The Useful Arts, Manufactures, &c.

HISTORY of the GOTHIC REVIVAL; an Attempt to shew how far
$he taste for Medheral Architecture was retained in Bnghnd during the

last two centuries, and has been re-dovo“l:»rd iuthe Yruen By CHARLES L.
BASTLAKS, Archbitect. With many 1l 8vo. priaco 31s. 6d.

GWILT'S ENCYCLOPZEDIA of ARCHITECTURE, with above 1,600
lngnvlnponWood. Fifth Bdition, revised and enlarged by Wyarr
PAPWORTR. 8vo. 52s. 6d.

A MANUAL of ARCHITECTURE: being a Concise History and
Bxerélmtlon of the principal Styles of Buropen.n Architecture, Ancimt

M and Reunaissance; with a onaa‘r’; of 'l‘echnioal Terms.
THOMAS TCERLL. Orown 8vo. with oodcuts, 10s. 8d.

ITALIAN SCULPTORS; being a History of Sculpture in Northern,
Sout andliumnluly 00. PEexINs. With 30 Btchings and
18 Wood Engravings. Im|
“'::h’ SCULPTORS, thoir le, Works, and m' W,;:h 45
i md”Woodmh Original Dra togra)
the la:i‘:Author. 2 vols. imperial 8vo. 63s. m. “ v By
HINTS on HOUSEHOLD TASTE in FURNKITURE, UPHOLSTERY,

and ather Details. CHARLES L. BASTLAKR, Architect. S8econd Edition,
with abou t“lllllltfnb’ﬂonl. 8quare crown 8vo. 1%s.

The ENGINEER'S HANDBOOK; explaining the Principles which

lhould guide the Young Bnglneer in the Coustruction of Machinery. By
C. 8. Lowwpxzs. Pout 8v:

rmcmxs of IBOELII!I, ?5 for the Use of Students i m

Students wmnl
Wn.nu. MA. P te. J.chon in the ty of
bridge. Second Bdtlon.enhrged;withs‘MWoodeu

LATHES and TURNING, Simple, Mechanical, and ouumu..‘
%W.H”l:.zlrl!omom w about 240 Illustrations on Steel and

URE'S DICTIONARY of ARTS, muncmm nl NINES.

Sixth Bdision, chiefly mrlttun and gmt-ly Rosaxr Hu»T,

F.RS. assisted emlneut in Science lul the

mmnhg’vuhm 2,000 Woodcuts, 8 vols.
8vo, price £4 14s. 6d.
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mnmx«mmmmmmr By R. 8. Corrzy,
Memb. Inst. C.B. Enineer-in-Chief of to the Post Office.
Fifth Bdition, with 118 Woodoute and 9 Plates. 8vo. price 14s.
ENCYCLOPIEDIA of CIVIL ENGINXERING, Historical, Theoretical,
and Practical. By B. Czzsy, O.H. Withabove 3,000 Weodouts. 8vo, 43s.
TREATISE on MILLS and MILLWORK. By Sir W. FAxBAmzn,
nmuu. New Rdition, with 18 Plates and 3233 Woodcuts. 8 vols.

Um momnon for ENGINEERS, the same Author.
Fizst, 8ncowD, and TEIRD SxRIms, with many and Woodcuts,
8 vols. crown 8vo. 10s, 6. each.

The APPLIOATIOR of CAST and WROUGHT IRON to

Pngo-. PAIRBAIRN, Bart. FR.8. Fourth Edition,
wi om:ndlllWoodmu. "vo. price 16e.

IRON SHIP BUILDING mmm as comprised in &
Saries of mmn’umhu. "“’5.'.?..".,. ‘With & Platesand

ng.!&ﬂﬂonthomneml,hhvmmA lioations
O'B. Mighth Hdition; m'rorm' 1,37 Plates, e Wosdesta, Caorsas,

cuncmu omusm namim.muAme

'mﬁ Railways, the same
Author. With 89 Woodou 'op. 6s. By

HANDBOOK of the STEAM ENGINE. By the same Author,forming &
K=Y o the Catechism of the Steam Bagine, with 67 Woodcuts. Fop. fe.

W'HI’ ngn'“‘ vmnnnmmnnamhiu
m&% ms-go g?m Au N Eobtay o the Bidan
Bngine.’ ?y OHN lldi:lon. including many New

A TREATISE on the SCREW rnornm,mxwmnm and

Beuwl?lnu.llul-pted ammw with Notices
of other Mof?nmm:“ :&Purmrmm
of Screw Steamers, and Bhi nndnndnu. By
J. Bouxxs, O.B. New Edition, thul'hteund ‘Weodouts. 480, 632,

EXAMPLES of MODERN STEAM, AIR and GAS ENGINES of
E R R R S
e P G oA
A EII‘IOBY of the MACHINE-WROUGHT HOSIERY and LACE
Manufactures, By Wirrrax Furxiw, F.LS. F8.8, Royal8vo. 812
mmc%wnaxonmmmr, mummlac
- snd B. Rommie, Ph.D. M.B. Wlthmwmub’smavo.
,mom_r.'s g‘ﬂﬂ of anﬂg'lf-n :.ll.lm& Third Edi~
O Omonias B i itt 108 Woodoatee sver s oo noor
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mmarmvm -mnwr{md'rhg;ryngf ’:Jnd
- mmnwm‘u Crown 8vo. 10, 64. - Prases,
Chemical, Natural, and Physical for Juveniles during the
Holidays. By the same Authar, Third Bdition, with 88 Woodouts. Fep. 6s.
LOUDON'S ENCYCLOPADIA of AGRICULTURE: oom

mw tdlﬂdﬁd nd‘tt:
M of Agriculture, 1,100

dorn’a heyolopcdh of Gardening: comprising the Theory and
Practios of Floriculture, Arboriculture, and landscape Gare
dening. WMIMWoodmu. 8vo. 218,
BAYLDON'S ART of VALUING mrlmd TILLAGES, and Claims
Mjchaclmas and Lady-Day.

of Tenants Farms, both at
Mthndiﬁ‘g.umgodhy .C. MORTON. 8vo. 10s. 64,

Religious and Moral Works.

OLD TESTAMENT SYNONYMS, their BEARING on CHRISTIAN
’ PAITH.MPMIOI. By the Rev. B.B.Gmmo}: M.A. Svo.
An INTRODUCTION to the THEOLOGY of the CHURCH o

BNGLAND, m.nmmummm-nmmm the Rev,
T. P. Bourrsxs, M.A. | Fep. 8vo. price 66, By v

FUNDAMENTALS ; 85 or, Bla‘m of anelief concerning MAN and GOD:
ilelmdbook onf-Lenm. w‘l’cmio: Religious Philosophy. By the Rev.
PRAYERS amcnn from the COLLECTION of the late BARON

BU’NSIN Translated by CATHERINE WINKWORTH. Paxrt L
i» I Prayers ‘and Moditations for Brivate User Fop oren

prioce
The mnms oonmnm of the BOOK of COMMON
mnn.i being Notes pllmtoryof the Li ofthe

Church of By the Rev. Ax.mn Asst.  Fop. 8vo.

The BIBLE and POPULAR MOLOGY, 8 Re-statement of Truthl
and Princip] wlth 8] noe to recent works of Dr. Li Lord
E.ther 3, “.Eon. Ww. l. Gladstone. By G, VaNcE SMITH,

The nvrg{ of tho llg:-l Ev:i‘gnie fr:im the Momc and other
Records Creati Origin f m the Science of
o Avoioniogy of Dilefant, Nattons of tha Bonthr

Scrg;uro:md
Rev. B. W. SaviLe, MA. Orm&aprieo c.

cxuncn:.: gd thci: GRIEOD;IIL c?z::e Re:ndSl%Pnn.mano.
Crown 8vo, prioce 100? ed. dee, nivenity M i .
GOII%ﬁAHOII ?;ﬂ“ m%g)l of g” ENGLISH NEW
TE ENT. . BLLI » D.D. I.ord
”o‘.l.?ypﬁ“ OOTT, ishop of Gleucester and
An nrosmox of the 30 ARTICLES, Histoncal and Doctrinal.
- By B. HazorLp Browxs, D.D. Lord Bishop of Bly. Ninth Edit. 8vo, 16s.

g
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The LIFE and EPISTLES of ST. PAUL. By the Rev. W. J.
CONYBERARE, M.A., and the Very Rev. J. 8. Rowsow, D.D. Dean of Chester :—
TBRARY BDITION, with all the Original lllustrations, Maps, Landsoape!
ousuol.Wod::‘u.M $ vols. 4to. 48s. ’
INTERMEDIATE EDITION, wmnseuouon of Maps, Plates, and Woodcuts.

$ vols. square crown 8vo. 31s. 6d.
STUDENTS EBDITION, uvind and condensed, with 48 Illustrations and

Mapa. 1 vol. crown 8vo. price 9e.

The VOYAGE and SHIPWRECK eof ST. PAUL; with Disertations
on the Life and Wri ofst.lnkesndthe 8hi lnd!(wlpﬂondtlu
Kcients, . By Jaxzs BurrH, F.R.S. Editfon.  Crown Bvo. 106, 6dk

A ORITICAL and GRAMMATICAL oomnmr on ST, PAWI
Epistles. ByC.J.Brricort, D.D. Lord Bishop of Gloucester & Bristol. 8vo.

Galatians, Fourth Edition, 8s. 6d.

Ephesians, Fourth Edition, 8s. 6d.

Pastoral Epistles, Fourth Edition, 10s. 6d.

Philippians, Colossians, and Philemon, Third Edition, 10s. 6d.

Thessalonians, Third Edition, 7s. 6d.

HISTORICAL LECTURES on the LIFE of OUR LORD JESUS
CHRIST: Mnc the Hulsean Lectures for 1859. By C. J. Brricort, D.D.
Lord Bishop of Gloucester and Bristol. Fifth Bdition. 8vo. price 12s.

EVIDENCE of the TRUTH of the CHRISTIAN RELIGION derived
from the Literal Fulfilment of Propheq By ArvzxawpEr KxrITH, D.D.
87th Edition, with numerous Plates, in square 8vo. 12s. 8d.; also the 30tk
Hdition, in post 8vo. with 5 Plates, 6s.

History and Destiny of the World and Church, according to
Scripture. By the same Author. Square 8vo. with 40 Illustrations, 10s.
An INTRODUCTION to the STUDY of the NEW TESTAMENT,
Oritical, Biegetical, and Theological. By the Rev. 8. Davipsox, D.D.

LL.D, $ vols. 8vo. 30s.

HARTWELL xoma INTRODUCTION & the CRITICAL STUDY
ST s R Seiphr i b il v 4 Maps s

Horne’s Compendious Introduction to the Study of the Bible. Re-
edited by the Rev. JonN AYRE, M.A. With Maps, &c. Post 8vo, Gs.

EWALD’S HISTORY of BI;RAB'{; ? the DIAEK of MOSES, Trans-

t]
htedrmmnnamun. ms’l’nﬁoem n;:”::Awondh.bykvm

mmronmu.nmmxouhommm:,m

to the Old Testament and the A By C. DB ROTHSCHILD
A. Dz RoruscRILp, BSecond Bdif revised. 3 vols. post 8vo. with Two
mu.prhoncu.

Tho SEE of ROME in the MIDDLE AGES. By the Rev. OswaLD
J. Re10xny, B.O.L. and M.A. 8vo. price 18s.

The TREASURY of BIBLE KNOWLEDGE; being a Dictionary of the

Pmm Bvents, and other mntcu of which mentlon is made

in J. AYRE, M.A. th Maps, and

Mwmu.%mm co.cloth.orw.cd.nuuyboundtnouf
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The GREEK TESTAMENT; with Notes, Grammatical and Exegetical.
By the Rev. W, WaBsTER, M.A. and the Rev. W. P. Wirxtssow, M.A.

$ vola, Svo. £3 42.
EVERY-DAY SCRIPTURE DIFFICULTIES and illustrated.
J. B.Pruscort, MA. VoL.L Matthew and Merk; Vor. IL Luke and

okss. 3 vols. 8vo. 9¢, each.
The PENTATEUOH and BOOK of JOSHUA CRITICALLY EXAMINED.
atholthtmv. J. W. Corxwso, D.D. Lord Bishop of Natal. People’s
in 1 vol. crown 8vo. 6s.

§IX SERMONS on the FOUR CARDINAL VIRTUES in relation
to the Public and Private Life of Catholics. By the Rev. ORBY SHIPLEY,
M.A. Orown 8vo. with Frontispieoe, price 7s. 6d.

The FORMATION of CHRISTENDOM. By T.W. Arurms. Parts L.
and IL 8Svo. price 13s.each Part.

ENGLAXD and CHRISTENDOM. By Ancasmsaor Maxwme, D.D.
Post 8vo. price 10s. 8d.

CHRISTENDON'S DIVISIONS, Paxt L, a Philosophical Sketch of
the Divisions of the Christian Pamily in Bast and West. By Boxuxp 8.
FrouLxss. Post 8vo. price 7s. 6d.

Christendom’s Divisions, ParT IL. Greeks and Latins, being a His-
mmmnmmo'mmmmsom n.
By the same- Author. Post 8vo. 158,

A VIEW of the SCRIPTURE REVELATIONS CONCERNING a
FUTURB STATB. By RICHARD WHATELY, D.D. late Archbishop of
Dublin. Ninth Rdition. Fop. 8vo. 8s.

THOUGHTS for tho AGE. By Evizaszte M. Szwmir, Author of
*Amy Herbert’ &c. New Rdition, revised. Pcp. 8vo. price Se.

Passing Thoughts on Religion. By the same Author. Fep. 8vo. 5s.

lolf-mﬁn before Confirmation. By the same Author. 33mo.
prioce 1s.

for a Month Preparatory to Confirmation, from Writers
of the Early and Bnglish Church. By the same Author. Fop. 4s.

Readings for Every Day in Lent, compiled from the Writings of
Bishop JEREMY TAYL0R. By the same Author. Fep.Ss.

Preparation for the Holy Communion; the Devotions chiefly from
the works of JEREMY TAYLOR. By the same Author. 33mo. 3s.

THOUGHTS for the HOLY WEEK for Young Persons. By the Author
of ‘Amy Herbert.” New Edition. Fop. 8vo. 2s.

PRINCIPLES of EDUCATION Drawn from Nature and Revelation,
and applied to Female Education in the Upper Classes. By the Author
of ‘ Amy Herbert. 8 vols. fop. 12s.6d.

SINGERS and BON@S of the CHURCH : being Biographical Sketches
of the Hymn-Writers in all the principal Co! ons; with Notes on their
Paalms and Hymns. By Jos1AH MILLER, M.A. Post 8vo. price 10s. 6d.

LYRA GERMANICA, translated from the German by Miss C. Wivx-

WORTH. FIrsT SERIES, ns for the Sundays and OChief Festivals.
8mcOND SERIES, the Christian Life. Fcp.3s. 6d. eachSxnIEs.
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¢ %YAL lOlgﬂs.’nhi tho SUNDAYS tn:‘ HOLIDAYS through-
ear. By J. orm.’mmvglzr Egham and Rural Dean.

ng:;mnuwmm;m:&:m;w
e Balfetiogs for Chtiee Byt same) Thi] Baiton P tees

His m.xlﬂ—not his MEMORY, 1855. By the same Author,
in Memory of his 8oxw, S8ixth Edition. 16mo. 1s.

LYRA EUCHARISTICA ; Hymns and Verses on the Holy Commnnion.
Ancient and Modern: with other Poems. Mtedhythomv Oxsx SHIP-
LRY, MA. 8econd Bdition. Fop. e

Lyrs Messianica; Hymns and Verses on the Life of Christ, Ancient
andlodarn; with otharPoem.. By the same Editor. Second Bdition,
altered and enlarged. P

L Mystiea ; HymnndemoandSub;eeﬁ,Anamtmd

,r;od;'n. Bythﬂuneldlht Fop. e

ENDEAVOURS after the munu LIFE: Discourses. By
Jaxzs MARTINEAU, Fourth Bdition, carefully revised. Post 8vo. 7s. 6d.

INVOCATION of SAINTS and ANGELS, for the use of Members of
the English Church, REdited by the Rev. ORBY SEIPLEY. 24mo. 3s. 6d.

WHATELY'S, INTRODUCTORY LESSONS on the cmnun
Evidences. '18mo. 6d.

FOUR DISCOURSES of GEI!IOBTOI. cbieﬂy on the Parable of the
Rich Man and Lasarus. Transiated by F. ALLEN, B.A. Orown 8vo, 8s.6d.

BISHOP JEREMY TAYLOR'S ENTIRE wonn With Life by
Buxo;gmn. Revised and corrected by the Rev, O.an.mvoh.

. Travels, Voyages, &c.

HOW to SEE NORWAY. B Captain J. R. CanpPBELL. With Map
and 5 Woodcuts. Fop. 8vo.

PAU and the PYRENEES, By Comt Hexry RusszrL, Member of
the Alpine Club, &0, wmump-. Fcp. 8vo. price be.

SCENES in the SUNNY SOUTH; including the Atlas Monnta.uu
ndtheOuudthoMmlnAl‘eﬂLB eut.-Col. the Hon. O. 8.
Vn:g:n. commmdnn Artillery Militia. 8 vols.

e FLATIOTAD waTOTE By B
4
4 av‘t" 10s. 64. engraved on ty yrper.
CADORE; or, TITIAN'S COUNTRY. By Jos1AR GILBERT, One of
the Authors of ‘The Dolomite Mountains,’ With Map, Facsimile, and 40
Tllustrations. Imperial 8vo. 81s. 6d.

HOURS of EXERCISE in the ALPS. By JomnN TywpaLi, LL.D.
’ l'ﬁ lz.S%t:’mul Edition, with 7 Woodocuts by E. WEYNPER. Crown Svo.
price
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TRAVELS in the CENTRAL CAUCASUS and BASHAN. Including
Visits to Ararat and Tabrees and Ascents of Kasbek and Elbrus. By
D. W, FRESHFIRZLD, Square crown 8vo, with Maps, &c. 18s.

* PICTURES in TYROL and Elsswhere, From s Family Sketch-Book.

the Authoress of * A Vo, en &o, Second
)"G;u Zigsag,’ tion, Small 4o,

th numerous
HOW WE SPENT tho SUMMER; or, a Vo enZigungwina-
'.l‘yrolwlthoomolember’n ‘ho ylge From the

1and and
Book of one of the Party. In oblong 4to. vlthaoonlmtnﬁom. 18s.
BEATEN T?tegl, or, Pen and Pencxl Sketcheo in Italy. By the
%:wolm from Drawings enmd‘?“ thospot. 8vo. m‘.oon sbout 200
m of tho cum of- MONT ’11".1‘:5?5'. go:omha:md Survey
Anthorlty of 'the Alpine Clup In- Ohromolithosraphy o rira m
wlnlg mn. l7in.pﬂoo10¢.ormonntodonunmmafoldlng
case,
wxsrwm&y Mgao ntih: Nofewmlzo‘;tte to th; l;::’t‘.n “?y W. F. Rax.
t!
mhm mmﬂw“ Becond Edi:i:xl.‘enl:rged. Jl’oc"t“l m?lw
HISTORY of DI!OOVEB! in our Aumw.um -COLONIES,
nnnuﬁv andNevad.komthoBuMDstotoﬂu
By 'WirLLiax Howarr, $ vols. 8vo; with 3 Maps, 20s.
Tho CAPITAL of the TYOOO!, lernﬁvéol'.ThreeYeul’ Resi-
denoe in J. m.umnoan.wocx.x.O.B. 2 vols. 8vo, with
numerous

ZIGZAGGING AMONGST DOLOMITES. the Aunthor of * How we

Spont the Summer, of 3 Voyes ot mmf‘{é omonguo.prioew

The nor.om IOUITAI!! Excnrsionl

mwﬁﬂm musos By‘.‘re 4 dG c.cmm:..
GUIDE to the rnnm, for the use ofll 3
-OfiAkrzs Pacxs. 2nd Edition, vithlhptndnlnnnﬁm Cr. 8vo. 78.8a.
‘ALPIIBGUIDR. By Jomx BaLL, I.A.latePruidontof
m &hﬁdouﬁﬁomﬂomy tiom.‘ln i '_“Vol 5, post
emn to t}; W AI-PI mclndmg Mont Blsnc, Molm Rosa,

wgz , e CERTRAL ms.inclndhgdlthaommw
GUIDE to tho EASTERN ALPS, price 10s 6d.

IntroduotAilon on Mﬂnmv’ogh{mm%orﬂ, and on the Geology
of the Alps, g'loo 1s, thho ] e v l"nmes orml’arh'ol the Alpine
The lonmn HEIGHTS of LONDON ; or, Historical Associations

of Hampstead, - mgheto.lmounﬂl. Hornsey, and Islington. B
“WiLLiAx HOwITT. ith about 40 Woodouts, qu crown 8vo. 21s. 7
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VISITS to REMARKARLE PLACES: Old Halls, Battle-Fields, and

Stones IMlustrative of Striking Passages in English and Poetry.
By WiLLiAM HOwWITT. 3 vols. square cmmavo.vum

The RURAL LIFE of ENGLANXD. BythomAuM With
‘Woodouts by Bewick and Williams. Medium 8vo. 13s. 6.

PILGRIMAGES in the PYRENEES and LANDES. ’Brz”l)luu SHYN®
LawioR. Crown 8vo. with. Frontispiece and Vignette, 15s.

Works of Fiction.
NOVELS and TALES. By the. Right Hon. B. Dismaxzrs, M.P,

Cabinet Rdition, complete in Ten Volumes, crown 8vo, price 6s. each, as
‘ﬂ"ﬂ 8 Al
LOTHAIR, 6s. HEWRINTTA Gs..
CoNINGSBY, Gs. CONTARINT rmm“e', &o. 6s.
Sysr1, 6s. Axrmoy, Ix10%, &0, 68,
TANCRED, 62, The Youna Duxs, &c. 6s.
VENETIA, Gs. VIVIAN GREY, 8s.

no MODERN NOVELIST'S LIBRARY. Each Work, in crown 8vo.
oompletoineomnclov«lnao:— 20,64 ol

MELVILLE'S um% boards oth.

= GooD yor NOTHING, 2s. ‘boudn;ic.u.doth.

HoLMBY HOUSS, 25. boards ; 2s.64. cloth.

INTERPRETER, £4. boards ; $s. 6d. cloth.

KATE OOVENTEY, 3s. boards; 2. 64, cloth.

3 's MARIES, 2. boards; 2s. 64, cloth.

TROLLOPR’S mn,l:.ed.boudnu. th,

—_— 26, boards ; 2s. 6d. cloth,

er-l!oon’sﬂxxsurm the VALLEYS, 35, boards ; 2e. 6d. cloth,

xnn a Tale. W. SrevarT TrENCH, Author of ¢Realities of
m!e. Second Edition. $ vols, post 8vo. prioce 21s.
'!ho HOME at HEATHERBRAE; a Tale. By the Aathor of
verley.” Pop. 8vo, price Ss.
CABINET EDITION of STORIES and TALES by Miss SxwxLL:—

Axy HERBERT, 82,64, Ivoms, 8s.
GERTRUDS, $¢. 6d. KATHARINE ASHTON, 8. &d.
The BARL'S DAUGHTRR, 22, 64. MARGARET PEROIVAL,
oB of 2s. 6d. LAWETON l’usonu. u.cd.
nu.r. 3s. 6d. URSULA, 4¢.64.
STORIES and TALES. By E. M. SewzLL. prmnﬁ;:-Am
Herbert; Gertrude; 'l‘holhrl'ol)-nghter The

lhlllvon;lbthwln e Ashton; larsnetl’bml Imtunl’tnonm

and nnh. '.l'h& Worh. B:;?min RBight Volumel, crown 8vo, bonmi
A @limpse of the World. By the Author of ‘ Amy Herbert.’ Fop. 7s. 6d.
The Journal of a Home Life. By the same Author. Post 8vo. 9s. 6d.
After Life ; a Sequel to ¢ The Journal of a Home Life.” Price 10s. €d.

UNCLE PETER'S FAIRY TALE for the NINETEENTH CENTURY,
Rdited by E. M., 88WELL, Author of* Amy Herbert,’ &c. Fcp. 8vo. 7s.6d.
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THRE GIANT; A Witch’s Story for English Boys. the same
Lntbwndldmr Fep. 8vo. wrl{o By

WONDERFUL STORIXS from !OI"Y, lmn, and ICELAND.

Adn& Rev. Gmmmd SkWoodntl. Sqm Z.

A VISIT to XY DISCONTENTED COUSIN.
Additions, from Fraser’s Magasine. Crown 8vo. price 7s. 6d.

. BECKER'S en.r.vl; or, Roman Scenes of the Time of Augustus:
with Notes and Bxcursuses. New Edition. Post 8vo. 7s. 6d.

BECKER'S CHARICLES; a Tale illustrative of Private Lifeamong the
Anclent Grecks: with Notes and Excursuses. New Edition. Post 8vo. 7s.6d.

un}nrnmol of NOVELS and TALES by G. J. WrYTR

BLVILLE

The GLADIATORS, Ls. HorLusy Houss, 5s.
DiasyY GRA¥D, Bs. GooD for NoTHING, 8.
KATE COVENTR

Y, Bs. The QUEEN’s MARIRS, 6s.
Ga¥ERAL BoUxcCE, 8s. The INTERPRETER, Bs.

TALES of ANCIENT GREECE. By Gmorem W. Cox, M.A. late
Scholar of Trin. Coll. Oxon. Crown 8vo, price &s. 6d.

A MANUAL of MYTHOLOGY, in the form of Question and Answer.
By the same Author. Fop. 3s.

OUR CHILDREN'S STORY, by one ohhen' Gm By the Author
of'Vqlg; ? ¢ Pictures in Tyrol,’ &o. B 4to. with Sixty Illus-

the Author, price 10s. Gd.

" Poetry and The Drama.

THOMAS MOORE'S POETICAL wom, the only Editions contain-
ing the Anthor’s last Copyright Additions
Omhmol.lomta&:vo.pmw.
SHAMROCK EBDITI

RUBY BEDITION, crown 8vo. with mﬁﬁ‘p‘.ﬂ
LiBrARY EDITION, medium 8vo, Portrait and VIMQ. 148.
PaoPLE’s EDITION, square crown 8vo. with Portrait, &0, 16s. 6d.
MOORE'S IRISH MELODIES, Maclise’s Edition, with 161 Steel Plates
from Original Drawings. Super-royal 8vo. 81s. 6d.
Miniature Edition of Moore’s Irish Molodies with Maclise’s De-
signs (as above) reduced in Lithography. Imp. 16mo. 10s. 6d.
MOORE'S LALLA ROOKH. Tenniel's Edition, with 68 Wood
Hogravings from original Drawings and other Illustrations. Fcp. 4to.81s.
IOIE’?!!’I POETICAL wonn, with the Auth':'l last (}oal'l"ecn'o‘l:‘lI
l’wﬁ? Vim 148. 1 >
LAYS of ANCIENT ROME; with Jory and the Armada. By the
Right Hon. LoRD MACAULAY. 16mo. 4s. 8d.
Lord Macaulay's Lays of Ancient Rome. With 90 Illustrations on
‘Wood, from the Antique, from Drawings by G. ScEARY. Fop. #o. 1.
Miniature Rdition of Lord Maocaulay’s Lays of Ancient Reme,
with the Illustrations (asabove) reduced in Lithography. Imp. 16mo.10s.6d.
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GOLDSMITH'S POETICAL WORKS, with Wood Engravi from
Designs by Members of the Ercar®e CLUB. Imperial 16mo. 7s.

JOHN JERNINGHAN'S JOURNAL. Fcp. 8vo. price 3s. 6d.

POEMS OF BYGONE YEARS, Edited by the Author of ‘Amy
Herbert,’ &c. Fop, 8vo. price 5s.
POEMS, By Juax IngeLow. Fifteenth Edition. Fcp. 8vo. 5s.

EUCHARIS; a Poem. By F, ReaiNaLp SratHAM (Francis Reynoldc),
Author of ‘ Alice Rushton, and other Poems’ and ‘thhyu. and other
Poems.” Fop. 8vo. prioce 3s. 64.

POEMS by Jean Ingelow. With nenly 100 Ilustrations by Eminent

Artists,engraved on Wood by the Brothers Darzixr. Fop. 4to. 516,

The MAD WAR PLANET, and other POEMS. By WiirLiax
Howrrr, Author of * Visits to Remarkable Places,’ &c. Fop. 8vo. price 5e.
MOPSA the FAIRY. . By Juax Incmrow. Pp. 256, with Eight

nnuﬂonlmmvedonWood. Fop. 8vo. 8s.

AITOB!O!DOOI, ‘and other Poems, By Jsaw IneErow. - Third
. Edition. Pop.

noznmm FANILY sﬁ&nrnn, cheaper IGensi.glemEglsgl
viththomlfn”m"rynmmonovoho?oy. pﬂe:h. "

HORATII OPERA, Pocket Edition, with carefully corrected Text,
Marginal References, and Introduction.. .Bdited the Rev. J. !.
Yowan, M.A, Square 18mo. 4s. 8d.

HORATII OPERA. Library Edition, with Marginal References and
English Notes. llditodhnhokev?’l.!oul. 8vo. 31s.

The ZENEID of VIRGIL Translated into Enzlilh Verse. . By Jomn
Ooxixarow, MAA., New Bdition. Crown 8vo. 9e.

ARUNDINES CAMI, sive Musarum Cmubﬁgiandm Lusus canori.

H. DRURY, ldldo cunvltl!..!. o

W m:&'ﬂi’t‘u URY, M.A, Bexta, Hoveasow,

HUNTING S0NG8 and Us vnm By R. E.
Re¥RTON WARBURTON. Seocond Edition. Fop. 8vo. 5e.

Rural Sports, &c.

ENCYCLOPEDIA of RURAL mm, s complete Account, Histo-

Py g e PR v Bporh and S B s

above 600 Woodouts (20 from Designs by Joux LERCE). 8vo, #1s.
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The DEAD SHOT, or Spommnn Oompleto Gnido s Treatise on
tanasol the Gnn } &c. By MARKSMAY,
Revised Bdition, 8vo. with

The n.!.mm'u moxor.oe!. By Avr¥rrp Rowarps. With

ooloured fons of the Natural and Artificial Inseot. =Sixth
Edition: 20 coloured Plates. 8vo, 14s.

A BOOK on ANGLING; a complete Treatise on the Art of Ang
in every branch. Praxors OIS, !mndldltlon.vnh
and 15 other Plates, p! and ooloured. Post 8vo, 15s.

The BOOK of the I.OAGK. By GreviLis Frvmct, of ¢ The Field” -
Pop. 8vo, price 2s.

Hook dl/:n inthoBriﬂ-handothcm M o
and B:nuhon and Boating. Beoondm. %

‘Woodcuts. Post 8vo. 12s. 6d.

HORSES and STABLES. By Colonel F. Frrzwycrax, XV, theKing’l
Hnm ‘With Twenty-four Plates of mutntiom.oomdnlns
engraved on Wood. 8vo, 18s.

umerous Figures

!’ho ‘HORSE'S FOOT, and HOW to KEEP IT SOUND. Ww.
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